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I. INTRODUCTION 


BNnesoecupat conal Structures of the military service 


un 


c 
have changed dramatically since the early days when the 


enlisted man served predominantly in non-specialized roles 
Such as infantryman cr "able-bodied" seaman. Modern mili- 


tary forces are characterized by a high degree of 
cccupaticnal specialization. The operating forces of 
today's military are sustained by an increasingly large 
support establishment. Many military personnel are engaaed 
in a variety of suppcrt duties that parallel occupations in 
the civilian economy (Wool, 1968). In many cases these 
support functions can be performed more cost effectively by 
government civilians cr through contracts with firms in «he 
private sector. Employing civilians instead o£ m 
perscnnel ir these support jobs can free the military 
nembers for duties in ths operating forces. One supr 
function where it may be possible to repiace military 
personnel with civilians is that of the Drug Detector Dog 
(DDD) Handler. 


A. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 


The cbjective of this thesis is to determine the most 
cost effective manpower alternative for accomplishing the 
duties required of a DDD handler in the Navy. The primary 
goal will be to identify the economic costs associated with 
employing military personnel, Federal government employees, 
o> private sector contractors in the DDD handler duties. 
This ccst data is essential information for decision makers 
who must choose among alternative allocations of limited 


Lesoumees. 


po 





B. CRITERIA FOR CHOCSING AMONG MANPOWER ALTERNATIVES 


The primary criterion for choosing among the manpower 
alternatives available is the ability zo meer che Navy's 
requirements for DDD handlers at the least cost tc the 
taxpayer. This rolicy is established in Public Law 93-365 
which states: 


It is the sense of Congress chat the Depar*nmer- of 
Defense shall use the least costly form of manpower that 
is consistent with military requirements and other needs 
of the e mere cf Defense. Therefore, in developing 
the annual manpower authorization requests to Congrass- 
and in ESL Lngd Manpower policies, the Secretary of 
Defense shall, in particular, consider the advantagss of 
converting from one form of manpower to another (míli- 
Citan, Or private contract) for the perfcrmance 
nsEs-reelfic job. 


Before applying the least cost critaria, it is necessary 
tc determine if the CDD handler function is required to be 
performed by military personnel. DoD Directive 1100.4 


provides the following guidance: 


Civilian personnel will be used in positions which do 
not require military incumbents for reasons of law, 


security, discipline, rotation, or combat readiness, 
which dc not require military background for successeul 
performance of the duties involved, and,which do not . 
entail unusual hours not normally associatad with civi- 
lian employmen-. 


When it is determined that a particular function is not 
required to be performed by military personnel, a decision 
must be made as to whether the function is governmental and, 
therefore, must be performed in-house. Finally, government 
agencies must conduct a cost comparison analysis to deter- 
mine if the cost of performing the activity is lower using 
in-house government civilians or private sector contractors. 
Figure 1 presents a flow diagram which outlines the criteria 
decisior makers must examine in deciding the appropriate 


manpower alternativ2. 
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C.  METHCLOIOGY, SCOFE AND LIMITATIONS 


Costs of military personnel employed as DDD handlers are 
estimated using the 1983 revision of the Navy's Enlisted 
Billet Cost Model (EECM). The Civilian Billet Cost Model 
SPee Sedition, provides similar cost data for Civil 
Service employees. Ideally, contractor costs would be 
derived through evaluation of competitive bids from private 
Sectcr ccntractors. However, it is beyond the scope of this 
thesis to develop e Statement of Work (SoW) which is neces- 
EXEC T SOlICiting firm bids from contractozs. Therefore, 
cost estimates fcz ccntractors are estimated using data 
supplied thrceugh informal contact with representative 


private sector firms. 


D. CUTLINE OF REMAINDER OF STUDY 


Chapter II of this study describes the administraticn of 
the Navy's DDD program including the policies and procedures 
governing the prcgram. Duties of the DDD handler are deli- 
neated and the training program for prospective handlers is 
described. The selection and training of DDD's is 
deseussed. Procedures for utilization of drug detector dogs 
at the ccmmand level are outlined. Legal considerations 
governing the use of TDD teams are discussed. 

Chapter III presents background data on the Navy source 
ratings which supply manpower for the drug dog handler 
requirements. The criteria for defining manpower require- 
ments aS military billets are examined. Estimates of the 
marginal costs of using military manpower from these source 
ratings are developed using the EBCM. 

Chapter IV discusses topics relative to current and 
potential use of civil service personnel to fili Grug dog 
handler rcsitions.  Fackground information on dog handlers 


enployed by the U. S. Customs Service and the Department of 
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EesNavycare presented in order to determine the appropriate 
civil service series classification and grade levels 
Required fOr Navy DDD handlers. Ths criteria for classif- 
ying a function as gcvernmental are discussed in relaticn to 
the DDD handler function. The CBCM is used to estimate the 
econcmic ccst of utilizing in-house civilian manpower. 

Chapter V presents back cround information on the civi- 
lian market for drug dog handlers. BEstimetes of centractor 
costs for prcviding DDD handler services to the Navy are 
developed fron ncn-ccmpetitive cost proposals supolied by 
three ccmmercial sources. Potential problems which may 
preclude contracting are discussed. 

Chapter VI presents estimates of the non-personneli costs 
associated with the operation of the Navy's DDD program. 
Costs fcr procurement, training and care of doas as well as 
costs of maintaining dog kennels and support facilities are 
developed in the chapter. 

Chapter VII compares the economic costs of staffing DID 
mand berebslLicts with military, civil service and private 
EGumcesccntractors. 

Chapter VIII summarizes the conclusions and recommenda- 
tions of this thesis relative to th= most effective manpower 


acera ve for staffing the DDD handler billets. 
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II. THE NAVY DRUG DETECTOR DOG PROGRAM 

Logs have been used by the U.S. armed services since 
World War II when the Army K-9 Corps was established. 

During and after the war, dogs were used primarily for 
sentry duties, guarding installations against enemy infil- 
traticns. Since that time the use of dogs in the military 
has expanded to encompass a variety of types of military 
working dogs (MWD's). MWD's are defined as those icgs 
required by the armed forces for a specific purpose, mission 
or combat capability. Classes of MWD's currently used ky 
ime scayaces include: scout, sentry, patrol, tracker, drug 
detector, explosive detector and mine and tunnel detectcr 
(DoN, 1971). 

The Air Force Military Working Dog program was estab- 
lished in June 1958. Since 1972, The Departasnt of Defense 
has assigned executive management responsibility for the MWD 
program to the Department of the Air Force. As the execu- 
tive manager of the MWD program, the Air Force acts as a 
elias of contact for DoD on all matters pertaining to 
the procurement, training, and employment of MWD's, training 
cf MWD handlers, and froviding assistance in these matters 
to other federal agencies as necessary (DAF, 1980). 

The Navy utilizes four types of military working dogs; 
patrol, patrol/narcotic, patrol/fexplosive,and drug detector. 
The Navy currentiy employs 289 MWD handler tsams. A MWD 
handler team consists of a handler and a specifically 
assigned dog. Table I illustrates the Navy MWD program 
encon es April 1983, Row totals indicata the number of 
MWD teams of a given type that are currently employed. For 
each MWD tyre, the number of associated handlers ars 
@coplavyea aecocrding tc manpcwer source: military, U.S. civi- 


Paneer store gn naticnal. 
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A N A 
| TABLE 1 | 
| The Navy MWD Program Inventory (April 1983) | 
| | 
| Manpower Category of Handler | 
| Type Dog Mos ary MUTET Bake Um Total | 

3 la! meena. | 
| Drug Detector 140 24 1 165 | 
{ Patrel - 6 9 1 97 
| Pearmel/Nercotic 17 1 6 24 | 
| Patzcl/Explosive 3 = - B | 
| Meta 1 160 31 98 289 | 
| Nee: Enlisteä Community Manager for Master-at-Arns | 
| | 
| —————————————————————————————— 


Nearly half cf tke Navy's MWD assets are accounted for 
by the drug detector dog category. Also, the vast majorit) 
of handlers in this categorv are milicary personnel. It is 
for these reasons that this thesis concentrates on the 


Navy's Drug Detectcr Log program. 


A. | BACKGROUND 


OENAVINST 5350.4 entitled "Substance Abuse Prever-icn 
and Centrci" provides detailed policy guidance on substance 
abuse including detection and deterrence aspects. The 
deletericus effects cf substance abuse on military discip- 
line and readiness are recognized in the following quote 


Soares instruction: 
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Drug and alcohcl abuse is costly in terms of lost man 
hours and unnecessary administrative and judicial 
pascessingeando3s a Critical drawdown on morale and 
esprit de corps. It undermines the very fiber of co 
readiness, safety, discipline, judgement, and loyalt: 
Zero tolerance -ecognizes that dd and alcohol abus 
inccmpatible with the maintenance Of high standards 
nes military discipline, and readiness and 
psemucctive or Navy efforts to instill pride and pro 
professionalism. 


The Navy's Drug Detector Dog (DDD) program is cne of 
several programs designed to deter the incidence of drug 
abuse. EUPERSINST 10570.1A, entitled the "Navy Drug 
Detectcr Dog (DDD) Prcgram," describes the purpose of the 


program as follows: 


Ihe use cf detector dogs increases the probability thax 
illegal drugs will be detected and significantly reduces 
the fime an eo regu redi o thoroughly ssarch anr 
dmescsuspecrted of) harboring illegal drugs. In addition, 
DDD teamS pose a significant psychological deterrent to 
Byceeumecoameticn Of drugs aboárd ships, aircraft, cr 
shore installations. 


The Navy has authcrized 158 billets for DDD handlers. 
(The DDD handler billet structure is discussed in detail in 
Chapter III). Appendix A lists the seventy-six Navy activi- 
ties and cne Air Force activity authorized DDD teams. Of 
the seventy-five Navy activities authorized DDD handier 
billets, fifty-eight are at shore duty stations and seven- 
teen are abcard ships. The future status of DDD teams 
aboard ships, however, is uncertain. Preliminary evidence 
indicates tke DDD's are not adapting well to the shipboard 
environment. The Navy has requested that the Air Force 
Animal studies Branch, Lackland AFB, conduct a study to 
determine the feasibility of further shipboard employment of 
DoUeome aoe, 1983). 

In November 1982, the Naval Investigative Service (NTIS) 
assumed the role of MWD program manager for the Navy. In 


this role NIS is resfensible for: monitoring the DDD program 


13 





and evaluating team field oferations; reviewing and 
processing requests fcr training of DDD teams, includina 
Screening cf applicants; acquiring and assigning quotas for 
the deg handling course; and providing funding for procure- 


ment cf canines. 


B. SELECTICN, DUTIES AND TRAINING OF HANDLERS 


Due tc the high ievel of reliability required of 
personnel handling dangerous drugs, prospective DDD handlers 
must be carefully screened to insure selection of the most 
gualified candidates. BUPERSINST 10570.1A provides the 
follcwing criteria tc be used in the selection of applicants 
for handler training: 


1. Be a volunteer with a strcng desire to work with 


canines. 


2. Possess a mature attitude and strong motivation 


tcwards this prcgran. 


3. | Be cne of the following in perferred order of 
selection: 
ACA alan security employees. D. Military 


perscnnel in ray grades E-3, E-4, E-5. 
IE pirsaocd ccordination and be physically fit, with 
Bermwalscolcr percepticor. 
5. Must not have claimed or been granted drug exemption, 


and must have an ofz£ense-free disciplinary record for 


the preceeding two years. 


6. Have a valid government driver's license. 
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NIS, as MWD program manager, has recently proposed a 
revisicn to the handler eligibility requirements specified 
in BUFERSINST 10570. 1A. Their revised eligibility criteria 
(the same as those proposed fcr conversion to the MA rating) 
tighten the disciplinary and performance standards required 
of DDD handler applicants. For instance, applicants must 
have no record of conviction by courts martials or civil 
Bort, except LOr'Mancr traffic violations, for the past 
fifteen years and no record of non-judicial punishment for 
the past five years. Personnel in these positions also will 
be =xpected to demonstrate an overall performance in the too 
ten percent cn the enlisted evaluation (Radigan, 1983). 

The duties required of a DDD handler are not currently 
defined in the occupaticnal standards of any Navy enlisted 
rating. The DDD handler billets are considered general/ 
administrative billets which require only the military 
skills cr experience cf a given paygrade and may be author- 
ized for any rating (DoN, 1981). A more complete discussion 
of scurce ratings of DDD handlers is given in Chapter III. 

The DDD handler killsts are assigned the 9542 Navy 
Enlisted Classificaticn Code (NEC) which is used to identify 
special kncwledge and skills not included in the enlisted 
rating structure. Billets coded with the 9542 NEC fer Drug 
Detectcr Dog Handler require the incumbent to perform the 


zollewing duties: 


form srecialized duties in the detection of illicit 
gey in the military community utilizing a drug 
ectcr deg. Perfcrms military customs inspections. 
ponsible for the care, welfare and continuous. 
ining,cf assigned dog to ensure physical condition 
proficiency are maintained. Possässes working kncw- 
edge ci the legal aspects cf search and seizure and , 
Bocenmmar conor evidence. IS proficient in the identi- 
ication ef illicit drugs. Preparas written reports, 
evidence vouchers, and initiates evidence chain c£ 
custcdy documents (DoN, 1980). 


2p ect crop perg 
PINDDND 
ANDY INE HH 
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In order to qualify fsr the 95402 NEC, military personnel 
must complete the Drug Contraband Detector Course conducted 
by the 3282nd Technical Training Squadron, Air Force 
Military Training Center, Lackland Air Force Base, San 
Antonio, Texas. In this course, currently 10.3 weeks long, 
students acquire the knowledge and skills necessary *o use 
their dog in drug detection. Each student is paired with 
one or more dogs which the student will work with throughcut 
the ccurse cf training. Students learn how to care for and 
maintain the dog, kennel, and associated equipment. The 
student ailsc learns the principles of dog conditioning and 
trains *he dog to respond to the hardler's commands. 

tudents also receive classroom instruction on drugs of 
abuse, drug smuggling methods and procedures for search and 
seizure. The modal grade for all service members in the 
Bana Contzarand Detector course? 1S E-5. Ninety-six percent 
of all students enrolled complete the course (Baron, 1983). 

It is anticipated that the current 10.8 week course will 
re shcrtened to apprcximately five weeks beginning in the 
summer of 1983. This reduction in course length will be 
achieved through the initiation of a "green dog" training 
program wherein the dogs will be pre-trained in basic ob2di- 
emerweandrdrng detection skills prior to their participation 
in the drug detector course. Previously trained handlers 
attached to the dog training center will be responsikle for 
Ehverftrarnaag, In this way, students in the drug detector 
course will be relieved of much of the basic dog obedience 


emndsccendımen'ng training tasks (Parks, 1983). 


C. SELECTION AND TRAINING OF DRUG DETECTOR DOGS 


All dogs trained and used as working dogs are precured 
by the Department? of Defense Dog Center (DoDDC) at Lackland 
AFB, Texas. Usually, only german shepherd dogs ars accepted 





for use but various small breed dogs have been used by “hs 

Ber Force in Special situaticns as narcotic dstector doas. 

Informaticn on the selection and training of dogs discussed 
in this section is Zcund in AF 125-5. 

Degs offered to the DoDDC must be between one and three 
years of age. Either male or spayed female dogs are accep- 
table. Dogs do not have to be pure bred or registered but 
must display the predcminant characteristics of their breed. 
Shepherds must be at least twenty-three inches high at the 
shoulder and must weigh at least sixty pounds. Dogs must be 
in excellent physical condition but minor physical defects 
may be acceptable prcvided they dc not impair the dog's 
aoa lity to work. 

The majcrity of degs trained and used by the Air Forces 
ace donated by or purchased from the American public. 
Prospective MWD dogs may be screened through correspondence 
with their owners and later shipped to the DoDDC for futher 
evaluation. Other dogs may be purchased locally in the San 
Àntonic area or DoDDC personnel may travel to distant areas 
to evaluate and purchase doas. 

After dcgs have been accepted for military use, they are 
matched with handlers and entered into narcotics detector 
courses. Dogs aze trained first in basic obediencs. Once 
deg and handler become acquainted, he drug detection 
training begins. The basic principle of this training 
involves establishing a conditicned response to a specific 
stimulus. "Logs are introduced first to the scent of drugs 
and motivated to seek out actively the scented article. 
When it makes a successful find, the dog is praised by the 
handler and then given its favorite play article. The dog 
then asscciates the pleasant event with the finding cf the 
required substance. Such reward is withheld from the dog 
until, through repeated trials, che dog successfully alerts 


on the drug. 
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Dogs are trained to detect the odor of the following 
drugs; hercin, cccaine, marijuana, and hashish. In each 
case, the dog must: recognize the odor of the drug; activ 
search fcr the drug; pinpoint the location and give a posi- 
tive response. Usually, the drug detector dog will be 
taught tc bite and scratch at the hiding place when it 
locates the drug. 

Dogs „hc successfully ccnplete the training program are 
sehen certified by the MYD Studies Branch, USAF Security 
police Academy, lackland AFB, Texas. To achieve this certi- 
fication, dogs must maintain a ninety percent accuracy rate 
Que ct ea total of at least twenty trials. 

At their new duty staticn, dogs will require continual 
reinfcrcement through proficiency training to maintain their 
skills. Through an arrangement with the Drug Enforcement 
Agency (DEA), eligible military activities may obtain 
Samples of marijuana, heroin and cocaina to use as training 
ees “aecscticsercy training, The amount of proficiency 
training requized derends on the individual dog, but one 
hour per day is usually recommended. Dogs must be Tecerti- 
Sica reporting té their firs: duty station and four 
tines a year from then on. A ninety percent accuracy rate 


t regüized for recertification. 


D. PROCEDURES FOR UTILIZATION OF DDD TEAMS 


When authorized DDD -2ams may be used in a variety of 


UScqtuossscoreunilitary installations including the fcllowing: 
1. Base entrances 
2m Parking lots 
Sys Barracks 
4. Work spaces 
5. Aircraft and air terminals 
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Ships and koats 
Peds) end correctional custody units 
Schools ({iccated on federal property) 


Military pcstal facilities 


CENAVINST 5350.4 recommends that searches conducted for 


contraband includes 


lige 


D. 


Gate and quarzterdeck searches overseas. 


Special searches of ship's boats used to transport 


working parties. 


Searches conducted when there is probable cause to 
believe that an offense has bean committed and that 
evidence will be discovered by the search (this 
includes probatle cause searches of mail in the mili- 
tary postal system overseas). 


This instruction also recommends employing drug detector 


dogs in a ccmmand's continuing pregram of health and welfare 


and military insoecticns to include: 


lg 


2; 


Messing and berthing inspections. 


Zone cr material inspections (especially working and 


stcrage spaces). 


Scoamedgq locker inspections including inspections of 


newly reported personnel. 
Gate and quarterdeck inspections in CONUS. 


Random inspecticns of mail in the military postal 


system overseas. 
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Na conmaander, commanding officer, or officer-in- 
charge has reason to believe that drug abuse cr trafficking 
exists in any area of his or her command, that individual 
may request the services of a DDD team. Specific details of 
procedures for requesting or utilizing the DDD teams may 
Bey ty lecation. A typical scenario for utilazation will 
be described to illustrate how the DDD team operates. 
Details cn the operation of DDD teams which are provided in 
the remainder of this section are taken from NAVSTAPEARLINST 
io Oeip entitled "Drug Detector Dog (DDD) Pregram." 

Befcrs the DDD team is used to conduct any searches or 
inspections, the commanding officer or other official having 
the authcrity to authcrize searches should observe perscn- 
ally the DDC team's effectiveness. The commanding officer 
will normally witness a demonstration of the team and will 
be asked to plant various drug training aids in a specified 
area. Tke deg's successful detection of these drugs serves 
as evidence of the team's ability to locate the drugs in 
question. The ccmmanding officer will also view the dog's 
Pert recorda as further evidence of its reliability. The 
commanding officer then certifies the DDD team in writing 
With a letter detailing the specifics of the demonstration. 
meaaateron tO this! initial certification, tae commanding 
officer should périodically review the training and duty 
experience records of the dog. 

Tc initiate the DDD insvection/search, most locations 
require some form of written request for authorizaticn to 
utilize the DDD team's services. Normally, it is the 
commanding cfficer who requests the services thereby offi- 
cially authcrizing the operation. The request may specify a 
pericd cf time during which the team's services will be 
used. A command representative may be designated as point 


Of COn act. 
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The DED team handler may deal directly with the command 
representative for specifics cn date, time, and location of 
the search cnce the search has been authorized. It is desi- 
rable to limit the number of personnel having prior 
knowledge of the inspection to the DDD hardler and the 
commanding cfficer, executive cfficer, and command represen- 
tative cf the organization in question. 

On the day of the inspection, the DDD handler team, 
sometimes acconpanied by other security department 
personnel, will meet the command representative at the 
designated site. The command being inspected usually 
provides a minimum number of reliable vetty officers whe are 
briefed cn the oreration and detailed at sach entrance and 
exit of the inspecticn site to provide security and prohibit 
entrance while the DDD team is conducting the inspection. 
The security detail will clear all areas to be inspected of 
non-essential personnel and will ensure that no one remeves 
suspicious items from the inspection area. In addition to 
the security detail, the command may be required to supply 
an individual to act as recorder. The recorder accompanies 
the DDD +eam and the command representative to each area to 
be inspected and provides a written record of the proceed- 
inas. 

The DID team walks through the designated spaces, 
allowing the dog to tse its keen sense of smell to locate 
hidden drugs. If the dog alerts, the recorder will mark the 
area with tape, making note of the alert number, date, “ide, 
location, and any otker pertinent information. The tean 
will then ccntinue tc inspect the remaining spaces. After 
all areas have been searched and all alerts documented, the 
DDD handler cr the ccmmand representative will notify the 
commanding cfficer of the alert(s) and request authorization 
to search. Once authorization is given, “he DDD handler cr 


the ccmmand representative will conduct the search. 


26 





cat drugs are fcund they will be confiscated 
accordina to established procedures. During the inspecticn, 
the recorder mairtains a log of all alerts using some lccal 
form which documents background information on the inspec- 
tion and the DDD team and identifies each alert by time, 
specific location, item found and quantity. The form may 
also have a section, to be completed later, which will indi- 
cate the results of field tests or subsequent lab tests to 
te ccmplstsd on the suspected drug. At the end of the 
inspecticn the original copy of this form will be given to 
the ccmmand representative ior further action and a dupli- 
cate copy will be returned to the DDD team. 

The l1ccal base security officer may provide field 
testing services for suspected druas, and/or the substance 
may re sent to a designated lab for analysis. If the tests 
prove the substance to be an illicit drug, the commanding 
cfficer may initiate non-judicial punishment cr court 
Martial proceedings under the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice. The DDD team should be available to give testimony 


concerning their operations at any such proceedings. 


E. LEGAL CCNSIDERATIONS 


In this section legal considerations relative to che use 
of DDD teams are discussed. Th2 lagal basis for the 
commanding cfficer's authority to order DDD inspections is 
outlined. A discussion follows concerning whe may ccnduct 
an authcrized search. Finally, conclusions are stated rela- 
five tOucne 2npleyment of military, civilian o> contractor 
handlers in authorized searches. 

According to U. S. Navy Regulations the commanding 
Geficer is charged with the responsibility for the safety, 
well-being, and efficiency of the snti-ze commard. These 


responsibilities include the health, welfare, morale, and 
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discipline of assigned personnel (DoN, 1973). The respocasi- 
bility of the commanding officer for th2 command is absclute 
and authority is guaranteed by virtue of the commandin 


cfficer's rank cr assignment. 


With respect to the commanding officer's resporsibili- 


Enecceunapnding officer shall conduct a rigorous proaram 

tO prevent thé introduction, transfer, poSsession cf use 
of marijuana, narcctics, cr other controlled substances 

as as defined in ttese regulations. 


The ccmmanding officer may legitimately exercise 
authority by ordering inspections. The primazy purposa cf 
the inspection is to ensure security, military fitness, 3co4 
crder, and discipline. Inspections are defined in Analysis 
Rule 313(k) of the Military Rules of Evidence (MRE) as 
follcws: 


An inspection is an examination of the whole or part o 

ee csSga5s1Zaticpn, installation, vessel, aircraft, 

Veq@ere, includang an examination conducted at entranc 
r 


— 


D O rh 


ome xe DOINtS, cenducted as an incident of command, 
the primary purpose of which is to determine and sensu 
tne security, military fitness, or good order and 
ac NS OE the unit, Organization, installation, 
yvesss2l, alrcraf: or vehicle, ‚An examination made ror 
the MESI purpose of obtaining evidence for use in a 
nv court-martzial or in othe- disciplinary procesd- 
mua: is Net an INSpection within the meaning of this 
rule (MCM, 1969). 


(D 


However, inspections undertaken primarily for the 
purpcse of detecting contraband are permissible. Contraband 
refers tc property, such as illicit drugs, the mere presence 
ce asun lawtul. According to Analysis Rule 313(b), 
MRE, contraband inspections require an additional bases to 
establish their legality. For instance, the command must 
determine that the possession of contraband would adversely 

ffect the ability of a command to complete its assigned 


Hissicn. According «+c Analysis Rule 313(b), MRE, the use of 
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illicit drugs regreserts a potential threat to military 
Euectuxeness, therefore illicit drugs fall into tha centra- 
band category. Contraband inspections are permissible 
provided there is a reasonable suspicion that such property 
is present in the command or provided that the examination 
is previously scheduled (MCM, 1969). 

OFNAVINST 5350.4 recommends the use of dog teams in 
conjuncticn with inspections (DoN, 1982(3)). In the Manual 
For Courts Martial, the use of dogs is specifically sanc- 
ENonedEasca “natural aid" in conducting inspections. Dogs 
may also te used to detect contraband in a valid contraband 
inspecticn (MCM, 1969). Based on the information presented 
above, the author concludes that the primary purpose of the 
DDD teams is to serve as an inspection aid to assist the 
commanding cfficer in exercising the responsibilities of 
monitcring the health, welfare, and morale of the ccmmand'ts 
troops. Ihe conclusicn that use of the DDD teams is a 
Support to an administrative inspection function, as opposed 
to a law enforcement function, is central to the analysis 
pomducted in this thesis. 

As discussed previously in this chapter, the DDD alert 
may be used to establish probable causea for a search. The 
reliability c£ the dcg must be established in order for the 
commanding officer tc establish probable cause for a search. 
The commanding officer must be duly notified of the alert 
and must grant authority for the search. Analysis Rule 
315 (4d), MRE, discusses who may conduct a search. 


== on ed OLLIE onar ant O ficar, ENT 
officer, non-commissioned officer, and when Iin the, 
execution or guard Or police duties, any criminal inves- 
Er nenber of *he Air Force security police, 

Hn cy NDpoblvcs, or Shore por or person designated 

MEE Gc eswaUuthcrity to perform guard or police dutiss, 
or sucht of such person, may conduct or authorize a 
Search when a search authorization has been qranted 
indemne tas Tule (MCM, 1969). 


C 
m 
b 
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The search incident to the DDD alert may be conducted by 
any authorized ccmmand representative, whether military or 
meve tian. It is nc* required that the handler conduct the 
search, nor is the person conducting the search required to 
te a memter of the military police, or in the case of «the 
Navy, an individual in the Master-at-Arms rating. Civil 
service handlers in the guard or police series, then, may be 
authorized to conduct searches. This conclusion serves as 2 
basis for further discussions in Chapter IV on the use cf 
contractors for DDD inspections. Due to legal considera- 
tions, hcwevar, it may be preferable to require a military 
member, such as the ccmmend representative, to conduct the 
search incident to a DDD alert. This should not pose any 

ignificant problens since, as discussed in Chapter II, the 
DDD handler is usualiy accompanied by a command representa- 
tive. Even if this is not the case, an authorized military 
member may be called in to conduct che search at the same 
time the handler notifies the commanding officer of the 


alert. 
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III. NAVY MILITARY DDD HANDLER 





This chapter begins with a discussion of the source 
ratings which provide personnel for DDD handler bilie-s. 

The Master-at-Arms (MA) rating is discussed in depth since 
the majority of authcrized handler billets are drawn from 
enS rating. The authorization of handler billets fron 
deprived ratings is also discussed. The DDD handler billets 
are then svaluated with respect to the military essentiality 
criteria. Finally, the EBCM cost elements are discussed and 
the economic cost of current mix of military DDD handler 
tillets is develcped. 

In the Navy, perscnnel from a variety of ratings may 
serve as DDD handlers. Table II lists the authorized mili- 
tary DDD handler billets by rating and paygrade. 

Apprcximately eighty-one percent of the 158 authorized 
DDD handler tillets are from the Master-at-Arms rating. The 
remainder of tne billets are designated for deprived 
ratings, i.c. ratings in which the time between normal shore 
or vrererred overseas shore duty assignments exceeds three 
years. The majority cf Navy DDD billets are authcrized for 
paygrades E-6 or above. This follcws, in part, from the 
fect thet the MÀ rating, which comprises the majority of 
Bender rue liets, consists only of paygrades E-6 thrcugh E-9, 

The Navy's grade level distribution of handlers differs 
considerably from that of the other services. The Army, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps use Military Police personnel in 
paygrades E-3 through E-7 in their dog handler billets, with 
the majority of billets written for the lower paygrades. 
Handlers in these services are normally "close-looped" in 
their specialty, i.e. they serve repeated back-to-back tours 


as dcg handlers, until they reach paygradss E-6 or E-7. 





y 
| 


TABLE II 
Authorized Navy Military DDD Handler Billets 


| 
| Rating E8 E7 Bee Ese E4 Total | 
| Aviation Machinist 1 1 | 
| Boatswain's Mate 3 3 6 | 
| Enginenan 9 9 | 
| Equirrent Operator 1 1 
| Bass Control Tech 1 1 | 
| Gunner's Mate-Guns 4 4 | 
| Master-at-Arms 1 15 112 128 | 
| Machinist's Mate 1 1 2 | 
| Quartermaster 1 1 | 
| Ship's Serviceman 2 2 4 | 
| Torpedoman 1 1 | 
IOTALS 1 16 129 9 2 SS 
OA o | 
author by NIS 5 April 1853). "P E eT | 
| | 
m  ——— E en ae, 


At that point in their career, some of these handlers are 


assigned to billets as kennelmasters while the remainder are 


assigned to some other law enforcement duties (Parks, 1983) 


A. THE MASTER-AT-ARNS RATING 


The MA rating was established in 1973 to provide 
commands with personnel who could serve as technical advi- 
sors in the arsas of law enforcement and physical security. 


The MA rating encompasses the fcllowing duties: 
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MA's perforn, train, and advise appropriate personrel on 
Macters Of investigations, interrogations, apprehen- 
Sicns, Crime prevention, preservation of crime scene and 
evidence, enforcement of appropriate orders and regula- 
tions, beach guard, shore patrol, physical security 

Puce uations, sGrOwa Control, confrontation situations, 
brig operations, e of required records and 
reports; and such other duties as are appropriate for 
the organizaticnal MA force (DoN, 1980). 


The MA rating shculd be distinguished from the 
BEScer-at-Arms (MAA) force. The Sta 


AE st 
N 


za 
E 


dard Organization and 


2 
Yy (OPNAVINST 3120.324) 
£ 


Regulations Manual of the U.S. y 
ha 


provides functional guidance on ormal delegation cf 
authority by a commanding officer to subordinates of his 
command. Section 303.3 defines the duties of the Chief 
Master-at-Arms (CMAA) as "functions as the assistant to the 
executive officer in the enforcement of good order and 
discipline". The CMAA is responsible fer organizing ard 
training the MAA force; enforcing Navy Regulations, unit 
regulaticns, and pertinent directives; assisting the Officer 
of the Deck in the execution of ship's routine; and ensuring 
frequent inspections of the unit. The CMAA, or members of 
the MAA fcrce, may belong to any Navy rating. In practice, 
it is desirable to have personnel in the MA rating serving 
as sericr members of the MAA force. 

The MÀ rating differs from most other Navy ratings in 
that it draws its members from other occupational special- 
ties through lateral conversion. Billets for MA's are 
authorized cniy at pavgrade levels E-6 through E-9. 
Personnel, who mest the eligibility requirements, may 
ReguceteGcnVersion tc the MA rating as an E-6 or as an E-5 
eligible fer advancement +0 E-6 (DON, 1981(2)). 

Table III depicts the breakdown of authorized billets, 
invertcry strength levels, and inventory strength as a 
percentage cf authorized biliets for each MA qrade. The 
authorized tillets figure includes programmed billets fcr 


students, members in a transient, patient, or prisoner 
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(TP&EP) status, or members recalled for temporary active duty 
(TEMAC), as well as the distributable billets. 


A erence rete re 
| TABLE III | 
| MA Billet Authorizations Versus Inventories | 
| GRADE Billets Inventory Inventory as | 
| Authorized % Authorized | 
| MACM 71 45 63 | 
MACS 119 106 89 | 
MAC 462 350 76 
| MA? 944 801 85 | 
I MAZ 0 99 - | 
| | 
| 
i TOTAL MA 1596 1401 88 | 
| | 
| *Grade descriptions: 
| MACM - Master Chief Master-at-Arms | 
MACS - Senior Chiet Master-at-Arms 
| MAC = Chief Master-at-Arns | 
| MA1 - Master-at-Arns, First Class 
| MA - Master-at-Arms, Second Class | 
EN curce: Ki Neeested Distribution Statis- -ical Summary i 
| Report (MASM S 1306 - 44u42 of 31 January 1983). | 
| | 
kamen A an nn ee ne 


The inventorv of MA's dces not meet authorized end 
Serengths £cr twe primary reasons. First, highly qualified 
candidates from other critical ratings may not be permitted 
Fon zonsrer tO this rating. Second, in the past, pocr cr 
incomplete screening of candidates for MA conversicn some- 
times resulted in the acceptance of undesirable personnel in 
the rating. These personnel did not meet the high standards 
of integrity required of MA's and were later reverted tc 


their original rating (Radigan, 1983). 
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Information on the distribution of billets by sea and 
shore duty is also prcvided in the Manpower and Personnel 
Management Informaticn System (MAPMIS) statistical summary 
Bart. Aline 31 January 1983 figures indicate that 760 cf 
the 1509 distributatis billets (TEMACs, students, and TESP 
billets are excluded), or 50.4 percent, are designated as 
shore duty billets. The MA rating is currently described as 
shore intensive, i.e. the rating has shore billetes in excess 
of the number needed to achieve the CNO 3:3 sea/shore rota- 
Esca gcal (C'Brien, 1983). 


B. CTHER SCURCE RATINGS 


Of the 158 authorized DDD handler billets, thirty ar 


iD 


allocated to a variety of deprived ratings such as 
Boatswain's Mate, Engineman, or Machinist's Mate. As stated 
previcusly, deprived ratings are sea duty intensive ratings 
which do not meet the CNO rotation ratio goal cf three years 
of shcre duty for every three years at sea (DON, 1981(1)). 
Assignment of personnel from these ratings to handler duties 
provides addizicral shore duty billets for thase sea inten- 
sive ratings. 

Many cf the DDD handler billets (NEC 9542) are listed cn 
Manpower Authorizaticn Documents as Functicnal Area Code 
(FAC) "G' billets. FAC codes are used to identify billets 
requiring specialized consideration in personnel detailing. 
FAC "G" billets are defined by OPNAVINST 1000.16E as 
follows: 


Billets in CONUS shore activities or preferred overseas 
shore duty activities which require only the military 
skills Dana ted by the Eee indicated. These 
billets wi be managed b O to provide for sea/shcre 
Loa ten cpportunity for deprived ratings. 
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Enspracerıice, a higher percentage of personnel fren 
ratings cther than the MA rating are used in the DDD handlar 
meerets Ran the authorized billet distribution indicates. 
For exemple, a list cf the inventory of DDD handlers ef fec- 
tive 5 April 1983, indicated that saventy-nine of the 125, 
Or sixty-three percent of the military handlers at that time 
were members of ratings other than the MA rating (Zullo, 
1983). Lrifferences in rating distributions of actual DDD 
handler inventories ccmpared to authorized handler billets 
may be due to a variety of reasons. For example, shortages 
in the MA inventory may necessitate the use of other 
ratings, usually deorived ratings, in these billets. 

Another reascn may bs due to the practice of commands using 
Meu=-cf-hide" resources to fill a DDD handler billet. In 
this case, commands lacking authorized DDD handler billets 
may chocse to train and employ as DDD handlers personnel who 
were detailed to their command to fill other authorized 

E lets. 

Since assuming program sponsorship for the MA rating, 
NIS has rropcsed expanàing the MA paygrade structure to 


include paygrade E-4 and E-5. This would permit utilization 
cf 2-4 and E-5 MA's in the DDD handler billets, as is the 
dance 


cas2 for military handlers in other services. In accor 
With procedures cutlined in OPNAVINST 1000.16E, however, 
before rating expansion occurs, thé manpower requirements 
for MA perscnnel in the lower paygrades first must bs vali- 
dated. In dcing this, manpower planners must substentiate 
that certain billets require th2 unique skills and experi- 
ences which could be expected of personnel in lower 
paygrades of the MA rating. If, however, these billets 
require cnly general retty officer skills, which are not 
unique to any zating, the billets should not be converted to 
Forche MA rating.  Ancther consideration concerning rating 


expansion involves ccmpensation for the MA billets. 
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Fecause military end strengths are tightly constrained, 
expansicn cf MÀ requirements would probably require compen- 
Stine vith billets from other ratings. Billet trade-offs 
are an important consideration in MA rating expansion since 
Ber every NA billet created, another rating will lcse a 
Bellet authcrization. 


C. MILITARY ESSENTIALITY 


Having presented background information on the Navy 
ratings authorized in the DDD handler duties, it is now 
necessary to determine whether or not these billets do 
require military perscnnel. 

Sevaral criteria must be considered in differentiating 
between military and civilian manpower requirements A 

isting cf the reasons for classifying a valid manvover 
requirement as a military billet is found in DoD Directive 
1100.4. These reasons are also reiterated in OPNAVINST 
1000. 16E. When a decision is made to designate a bille- as 
military, a military essentiality code (MEC), dencting ths 
Basen fe= min tary staffing, should be assigned to the 
ilet: Appendix B lists the MEC codes. 

The auther interviewed a Manpower Analyst to determine 
what MEC codes currently arse assigned to the DDD handler 
en ets (Bzand, 1983). MEC codes are listed in Block 29 of 
a command's manpower authorization. Discussion with the 
analyst revealed that central retrieval of this «ype of 
informaticn is difficult. Hence, it was decided to review 
the manpower authorization of +wo major locations having 
DDD's: Naval Station Pearl Harbor, HI (6 billets) and Naval 
Submarine Base, Bangor, WA (8 billets). Neither of these 
locations indicated an MEC code for the DDD billets. 
Although it cannot be stated with certainty that none of the 
DDD handler billets are coded as military essential, the 
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limited data available suggests that the MEC codes may no- 
be assigned in many cases. 

The official guidance requires that manpower require- 
ments shall te defined as civilian positions if there is no 
valid reason for justifying the military requirement, and 
provided that these duties normally can be performed by 
ewi lanas. In the fcllowing paragraphs, each of the 
criteria for classifying manpower requirements as military 
are discussed as they apply to the DDD handler billets. 


The authcr cculd find no federal law cr regulation 
which mandates that DDD handler biiiers must te filled ty 
military personnel.  FEoth civil service personnel and 
contractcrs are used in a variety of security functions. 
Civil service personnel also serve in law enforcement func- 
tions include serving as investigators with NIS. Employment 
of civilians in these security and law enforcament roles 
suggests the absence of any law which would prevent the use 


AE viilanse in DDD handler billets. 


2. Training 


mre training Criteria for classifying a billet as 
military wculd apply if the skills and knowledge required i: 
a billet are primarily acquired through military training or 
experience. This criterion implies that the training must 
be militarily oriented in nature as opposed to training that 


wee? al 


¡2 


could be acquired in the civilian sector. The 
skills and knowledge required of a DDD handler are normally 
acquired through the trainina provided in the Air Force Drug 
Contraband Detector Course. This course is available to 
both military personnel and DoD civilians.  Furthermors, 
there are several civilian agencies that train drug dog 


handlers (see Chapter V). While it is true that POD 
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handlers in the military are required to learn certain mili- 
tary regulations and procedures in addition to dog handling 
techniques, this alone, in the author's opinion, does not 

m wide sufficient justification for classifying these 
tillets as rilitary. 


HE Security 


The DDD handler does not require access to classi 
fied infcrmation, per se, in the performance of his dutie 
(DON, 1980). However, handlers sometimes require access to 
classified areas on ships or shore stations for the purposes 
o£ conducting inspectiors in those spaces. Civilians can be 
granted Secret or even Top Secret security clearances fer 
this purpose. Frequently, Security Guards cr Police 
Officers require Secret clearances to qualify for their 
positions. Hence, security reasons should not prohibit the 
use cf civilians in these billets. 


Use of military personnel in billets cn board brigs 
cr correcticral custcdy centers, for instance, is justified 
by reason of discipline. In the author's estimation, any 
argument for classifying DDD handler billets as militar 
solely for reasons of discipline would be weak since 


handlers ar= not directly involved in disciplinary duties. 


2. Combat Rea 





iness 


BNNStsSs which are in direct combat or direct combat 
support functions are classified as military by reason cf 
combat readiness. One could argue that the use of DDD 
hanälers in wartime is necessary to limit drug abuse. DDD 
handler billets aboard ships could be viewed as military 
essential since handlers would serve in a ccmbat environ- 
Heat. ft would te difficult to substantiate, however, “that 








a DDD handier billet, even on board a ship, is essential to 
combat readiness. Also, one could argue that DDD handler 
billets at shoré activities are a direct combat or direct 
embat suüppcrt functicn. The justification for such an 
argument would be even more difficult to substantiate than 
that for a combat or shipboard environment. 

From a manning point cf view, it could be argued 
that DDD handler billets represent a "surge" capability for 
mobilization. Air Force or Army manpower managers may 
argue, for instance, that there is justification for their 
fairly large peacetime military police forces in that these 
perscnnel can provide a trained mobilization bas in 
wartime. These services require large numbers of military 
police tc mcnitor mobilization efforts such as the transport 
of troops and supplies to overseas locations. As previously 
indicated (Section A cf this chapter) the Navy's MA rating 
inventory, on the other hand, is relatively small compared 
to military police f£czces in other services. Th? needs of 
the Navy do not suppcrt a large "military police" motiliza- 
Ron force (Cahill, 1983). Justifying military DDD handler 
tillets as mobilizaticn "surge" billets therefore, does not 


appear reasonable. 


6. Military Background 


Eillets may be classified as military essential when 
a military background is required for successful completion 
of the duties involved. Examples of billets where military 
Paekaorceusd may be justified are recruiting billets and 
certain Eillets at recruit training commands. In these 
cases, she military member serves as a role model fcr poten- 
tial enlistees or recent recruits. While a military 
backgrcund may be useful in certain aspects of the DDD 
handler's duties, it is not required for successful perfor- 


Tance cf these duties. 
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1. Kerking Hour 


ln 


Billets may te classified as military essential when 
BE Onnelsare required to work unusual hours in the perfo 


mance cf their duties. DDD handlers work primarily on da 


nd 


shifts. However, depending on the size and type cf command, 
they may be required tc perform inspections during other 
than ncrmal working hours on an occasional to frequent 
basis. There are several examples, however, where civil 
service perscnnel are required to perform overtime werk on 
an itreguiar or occasional basis. Civilians in Public Works 
Departments, for instance, may be requested te work over- 
time. Fer installaticns requiring several dog handler 
billets, it my be vessible to have civilian DDD handlers 
working various work shifts to accommodate user's needs. In 
any case, the requirements to provide premium pays or night- 
shift vay differentials should be viewed, in this case, as 
an economic consideration but not a requirement , in itself, 
meme waking a billet military essential. 


8.  Rotation/Career Progression 





Rctation cr carser progression e not specifically 
ménticned among the Lasic seven criteria for defining 
billets as military essential. However, OPNAVINST 1000.16E, 


meercie 503.2, states that: 


i 


P 


[^ 
pa 


Shere tillets...which have been coded for seither mili 
LEN :wlsan incumDents may be classified’2s 
BeiTtazy requirements if they are needed to achieve CNO 
seayshore rotation goals. Otherwise, these billets/ 
Bositicrs will normaily be classiried as civilian 


requirements. 
As crevicusly discussed, the MA rating is presently 


dier billets 


designated as shore intensive. The DDD han 
authorized for MA's are not required for The purpose of 


Peeviding shore duty billets for MA's. If this function 
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were civilianized, presumably MA's could be utilized in 
crher shcre billets. DDD handler billets, however, dc 
provide shore duty billets for a variety of deprived 
ratings. However, civilianizing these positions would have 
minimal impact on seayshore rotation in most of these 
ratings since so few DDD handler billets are involved in anv 
cne rating as shcwn in Table II. 

Carser progression in the MA rating or in the 
deprived ratings would not be affected by civilianizing the 
DDD handler billets since skills and knowledge required in 
this jeb are not part of the qualification standards 
required for advancement in these ratings (DON, 1980). 


D. COST ELEMENTS IN THE ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL (EBCM) 


The initial structure and format of a data base for the 
Enlisted Billet Cost Model (EBCM) were developed by the 
Secretary of the Navy's Task Force on Personnel Retention in 
1966. Since that time, the model has been refined further 
and adjustments nave been made in response to changing data 
sources, formats, and availability. Changes in the model 
have alsc resulted as th2 outgrowth of several years cf 
research ir manpcwer cost analysis. 

Moira +=lon c the EBCM (Frankel, 1982), supple- 
mented by Fiscal Year (FY) 1983 cost data, was used in 
estimating the ccst cf military DDD hardlers. The EBCM 
computes the cost of manning Navy biliets with personnel 
having requisite ratings and paygrades. The EBCM is 
intended to facilitate resource allocation decisions by 
modelling the marginal cost (rather then the annual tudae- 
ESTO cost) cf a given billet. The EBCM takes into account 
not only the yearly budget cost of a person qualified tc 
fill a given billet, but also the cost of keeping the killiet 


Eon nweuely £i112d. That is, in providing for full-<tine 
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staffing for a given billet, manpower planners must program 
EN caone billets tc account for the personnel that can be 
expected to be in a transient, patient, prisoner or student 
status at any given time.  EBCM FY 83 data for all authcr- 
ized DDD source ratings are presented in Appendices C 
through M. The EBCM cost elements are briefly described 
below. 


1. Easic Pay 


This cost element reflects the annual base pay cr 
salary paid to the service member based on the individual's 
paygrade and length of service (LOS). The EBCM uses the 
averace LOS for each paygrade in the rating to derive the 
basic pay figure. Also included in this category are FICA 
contributions to the Social Security system that the Navy, 


as an employer, <ransfers to the U. S. Treasury. 


2. SRB 


The Selective Reanlistment Bonus (SRB) cost element 
provides an estimate of the average present cost of the SRB 
program fcr the rating. 


3. Eroficieney 


This cost slemen+ contibutes to the cost model a per 
capita average cí all proficiency pays received by members 


of the rating by paygzrade. 


er 


u. Haza 


Ihe EBCM cost slement provides a per capita average 
ct all hazard pays received by members of the rating. 
Fxamples cf hazard pays include flight crew and flight deck 


pay, and submarine crew pay. 
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The Sea Pay cost element is based on a per capita 
average of all ssa pays received by members of the rating by 
raygrade. 


6. WHA 


The Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) cost elenent 
allocates a per capita average of the VHA received by 
members of the rating. The VHA supplements the Basic 
Allowance fcr Quarters (BAQ) for members living in a 
geographical location where the cost of housing exceeds «he 


member's BAQ by at least fifteen percent. 


7. Allowances 


The EBCM cost element is a catch-all for all other 
allowances such as Basic Allowance for Subsistence (BAS) and 
Basic Allowance fer Quarters (BAQ). The real cost includss 
roth actual payments made and estimates of th= cost c£ 
provisions made "in-kind," such as government housing occ 


messing. 


Altrough retirement costs are not a direct ccst te 
the Navy, this cost element captures the present value of 
expected future government economic obligations for military 
retirement. Included here is the cost of non-disability 
retirement, the largest part of this element, as well as 


disability retirement, severance costs and death payments. 
9. Separażion 


This cost element includes the permanent chang= of 
station (ECS) costs, separation pay, and uremploymert 
benefit ccsts generated by those projected to leave the Navy 
in FY 1983. 
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10. Accession 


UN cx" po 


This cost element recognizes recruitment, initial 
Bernina, and training costs which are totalled ard anor- 
tized over the first enlistment. 


In the EBCM ccst element, the marginal economic cost 
of the expected initial school training for the rating is 
amortized cver the expected useful life of the training. 


The Advanced Training element recognizes the amor- 


tized value of expected "C" school, and other advanced 
training costs. 


¡ISO distríbuted Costs 





This basic ccst element recognizes those costs which 
Bee net Considered tc be rating-specific but which should be 
allocated among all ratings by paygrade. Examples cf 
Omaestrebuted Costs include medical costs for military 
personnel and costs for the Civilian Health and Medical 
Program fcz the Unifcrmed Services (CHAMPUS) for dependents. 
Alsc included are the cost of regular (PCS) noves and cther 
such general costs which were not previously collected in 


cther cost elements. 


14. Cost Totals 


The Navy gillet Cost is the total of the thirteen 
direct ccst elements. It represents the cost of a billet, 


assuming no unproductive time. 
Unproductive Time Ccst represents th= opportunity 
cost cf lost productivity due to time nct worked. This 


includes the cost of "non-operational" time personnel may 
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reno mn a transient, patient, or prisoner status cr on 
leave or taking holidays. Time lost due to formai training 
is not included here. 

The Navy Manyear Cost is the sum of the direct cost 
elements (Navy Billet Cost) and the Unproductive Time Cost. 
It is the total cost to the Navy of having the billet filled 
year round. The Navy Manyear Cost is the appropriate cost 
figure to use when ccmparing military billet costs with 
Civilian contractor ccsts since contractors estimate their 
costs on a standard manyear of 2080 hours (4) hours a week, 
52 weeks a year). 

The Extra Hours Value is thes eccnomic value to the 
Navy of requiring sailors to work more than a standard 
manyear cf 2080 hours. Navy manpower policy zecogniz=s that 
sea duty demands more than a normal eight hour day and five 
day week. OPNAVINST 1000.16E promulgates Navy workweek 
standards to be used in the calculation of manpower reguire- 
ments. Navy standard workweeks express the total hours 
available to accomplish the required workioad. The standard 
workweek for ship's ccmpany personnel at sea is 74 hours for 
a watchstander and 66 hours for a n9an-watchstandsr. For 


aviaticn squadron personnel at sea the standard workweek is 
70 hcurs, while the standard workwe2k for Navy personnel 
Ao re 2180 hours. Statistics on the sea and shore distri- 
bution of each rating's incumbents (by paygrads) are used to 
determine, on the average, how many hours over 2080 that the 
members cf the rating are expected to work. An economic 
value is then assigned +o these extra hours and this value 
is captured in the Extra Hours Value cost element. 

The Standard Manyear Cost is derived by subtracting 
the Extra Hours Valus from the Navy Manyear Cost. This cost 
element wculd represent the cost of a sailor to the Navy if 
all sailors, whether cn sea or shores duty, were required to 


work only the standard 2080 nours a year. Tie Standard 





Manyear Cost would be used in comparing the cost of a mili- 
tary memter jn a sea duty billet to that of a civilian 
contractcr. However, the Navy Manyear Cost is a more appro- 
priate cost to use in comparing a military msmber on shore 
duty with a civilian contractor since the former is assumed 
not tc generate an Extra Hours Value. 


15. Analysis of Work Houzs 


BresFzEoduetive@mManheur Rate is the rsal cost of an 
Hurts work in the billet. It is found by dividing the Navy 
Billet Ccst by the Prcductive Hours. 

Froductive Hours are the hours a year an individual 
actually delivers to a billet. 

Unproductive Hours is the time an individual is 
ezther sick, on leave, or taking holidays. By multiplying 
the Unproductive Hours by the Productive Mannour Rare, cne 
arrives at she Unprodtuctive Time Cost (slight differences in 
the reader's computation of the Unproductive Time Cost 
element may cccur due to rounding cf the Froductive Manhour 
Rate to crly two decimal places). 

Navy Billet Hours is the sum of Productive and 
Unproductive Hours and represents the number cf werk hours 
the Navy demands from a sailor. The Navy Biilet Hours 
rültiplied by the Prcductive Manhour Rate gives the Navy 
Manyear Cost. 

The hours over 2080 are the extra work requirement 
that the Navy places upon a sailor over the standard work 
year. Multiplying this figure by the corresponding 


Productive Manhour Rate yields the Extra Hcurs Value cost. 
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E. MILITARY BILLET COST OF DDD HANDLERS 


Memes of cUuUPPSntly authorized military DDD Handier 
tillets was calculated by nultiplying the Navy Manyear Cost 
for each paygrad? within e rating by the number of DDD 
billets authorized fcr that paygrade/rating. Appendix N 
presents these cost ccmputations. 

The current EBCM cost of the authorized DDD handler 
mite catyerrilets 1s $5,253,872. However, the cost of 
training is underestimated in the EBCM since the cost of the 
Drug Contraband Detector Course was not included in the 
modei. Therefore, a cost for the DDD handler training must 


be included in the military billet cost calculations. Since 


th 


O 
the ccurse iength will be decreased from 10.3 weeks to five 
b 


weeks in the summer cf 1983, trainirg costs will be devel- 
oped based cn a five week course langrh. 

Appendix O presents the FY 32 Variabie Training Costs 
per student week and per graduate for the Drug Contraband 
Detectcr Course (Barcn, 1983). Direct Cost zlements include 
those costs directly associated with “he operation cf the 
eseheol including staff pay and supplies. indirect Cost 
covers variable costs fer relevant base support functions. 

tudent Costs include costs for pay and allowances fcr the 
student while attending the school. Travel and per dien 
costs are also included in this category. 

Based ona five week course length, the unadjusted 
variable ccst of training per graduate is $2567. However, 
these FY 82 figures must be adjusted to reflect FY 83 ccsts. 
Military ray and allcwences -ctalling 3385.23 have been 
mercased. byvsrour percent to reflect the FY 83 military pay 
raise. Civilian Day required no adjustment since there was 
no federal civilian ray raise in FY 83. Other cost compo- 
nents were inflated using a projected estimate of the FY 83 
Perscnal Consumption Expenditures, Services (PCES) deflator 
index (DRI, 1983). 
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The FCES index is a general index covering consumer 
purchased services such as transportation, food, clcthing, 
and medical care. Tte index providas a standard for 
comparing consumer costs for these services from one ysor to 
another. Ihe PCES index of 1.09 was used to inflate FY 82 
travel, per diem, and non-personnel costs which totalled 
$139.12. Alter completing these cost adjustaents the FY 83 
Bond total cost of training, per graduate, is $2806.65. 

In crder to estirzate the total annual cos: of DDD 
handler training, it is necessary to determine the number of 
students that must be trained each y2ar to replace outgceing 
handlers. If it is assumed that, in thes "ideal" steady 
state system, all 158 authorized handler billets are conti- 
nually filled, then additional billsts must be programmed 
for students undergoing DDD handler training. The number of 
student quctas reguired each year for the DDD handler 
training course depends on the annual turnover rate of nili- 
tary handlers. In order to determine annual military 
handler turncver rates, sone assumptions must be made 
regarding: the basis for determining turnover rates; touz 
lengths cf handlers; and the policy for re-touring perscnnel 
in DDD handler billets. First, it is assumed that turnover 
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rates are based cn authorized handler billets iz 
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S 
current handler billet inventories. Current invent 
handlers may fluctuate daily and may include several 
personnel not serving in authorized DDD handler billets. 
Since authorized billets are the only ones funded in the 
budgeting process, only these billests are examined. Second, 
it is assumed that all handlers complete their full author- 
ized shore tour in the DDD handler assignment. Tour lengths 
for all MA handlers are assumed to be three years while tcur 
lengths fcr all cther handlers are assumed t5 be two years. 
However, handler turnover may occur mors frequently than 


expected.  Handlers in non-authcrizsd billets in particular 


49 





may Serve only a year or less in an assignment upon comple- 
Bon Of training. This may be due to improper screening of 
handlers cr to a command's desire to acquire a trained 
handler using onboard personnel, serving in other authorized 
pets, whe have already completed part of their shore 
tours. Third, it is assumed that handlers sarve only one 
tour in the DDD handler billet. DDD handlers, in some 
cases, may be given second tours in DDD handler billets. 
However, very few handlers are retoured in these billets a+ 
present. Therefore, the effects on handler turnover rates 
are not considered in these calculations. 

Assuming that the 128 authorized MA handlers gererally 
serve a three year shore tour, it would be expect 2d, under 
ideal conditions, that approximately forty-three MA handlers 
would ke trained per year (128 / 3 = 42.67). The remaining 
thirty autherized handlers from deprived ratings serve two 
year shore tours, therefore, fifteen additional handlers 
from these ratings wculd be trained each year (30 / 2 = 15). 

Based on this ideal student programming load, fifty- 
elon. Students wculd be trained annually at a total cost of 
$162,786. The total annual cost of authorized Navy DDD 
handler billets is summarized in Table IV. 


| | — MEN BEES 34 
| | 
| TABLE IV | 
| Annual Cost cf Authorized Navy DDD Handlers | 
| 

EECM Ccst for 158 Billets Doe lo o | 

| Medina Costs for 58 billets 1020 735 | 
| Annual Cost of Military Billets $5,416,658 | 
A .. . —  ——— .— = 
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Before the economic cost of staffing DDD handler bilists 
with civil service employees can be established, first it is 
necessary to determine the qualifications and skill require- 
ments desired for Navy civil service handlers. Precede 
for the erployment of civilians as DDD handlers exists i 
the U.S. Customs Service and, to a linited extent, in the 
Department of the Navy. In this chapter, these civil 
service kandler rositions are examined and assumptions are 
presented concerning the appropriate civil service seriss 
classification and grade level for Navy DDD handlers. The 
issue of governmental function is addressed. Economic costs 
for the civil service staffing of DDD handler billets are 
then ccmruted. 


A. U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE CANINE ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS 


Ihe U. S. Customs Service began using drug detector dogs 
on a wide scale in 1870. In FY 82, Customs employed 85 
canine enforcement teams consisting of a dog and a Canine 
Enforcement Officer (CEO). Canine enforcemea- teams are 
used to interdict narcotics being smuggled “<nrough berder 
ports and major gateways to this country. Teams are 
assigned to international airports, seaports, and border 
patrcl preints where they screen aircraft, cargo, baggage, 
mail, ships and vehicles (DoT, 1982). 

CFO's are reccuited for the Customs Service by the U.S. 
Office of Personnel Management (OPM) at the GS-5 level and 
advance to GS-7 and GS-9 as they acquire experience. The 
modal grade for CEO handlers is GS-9 (Chowning, 19983). 
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The CEO position is classified in the Customs Insvec-ion 
Series, GS- 1890 (OPM, 1978). Although there is no specific 
cami] service code» (CSC) for the CEO" position, a review of 
EN Schvace positicn descriptions (PD's) indicated that 
this positicn may be classified as CSC 1896, Border Patrol 
Agent, cr more frequently, CSC 1899, Miscellaneous 
Inspecticn. 

A summary of CEO duties, as described in the PD narra- 


tive, is as follows: 


1. Enforces the Customs laws and those of other federal 
agencies and the corresponding criminal codes, and 
apprekends suspected violators cf these and related 
laws enforced Ey Customs. 


2. With the use of his detector dog, screens luggage 
freight, and mail for -*he interdiction of dangerous 
drugs and conducts searches of vehicles, vessels, ard 


Aena ft. 


3. Apprehends and searches suspected smuaqglers, makes 
seizures of contraband, and initiates chain of custcdy 


deeumentation icr evidence (DoT, 1980). 


The ED defines +he work environment or the CEO as one of 
high risk, where the incumbent is subject to votentially 
dangerous situations. The CEO, who is frequently respo 
erbie 2£Or custody of narcotics with a high "street valu 
is subject to bodily harm. He may work under dangerous 
environmental conditions, such as on oily ship surface and 
MIC contact with toxic chemicals in the course of 
his duties. The CEO's work involves long, irregular hours 
including rctating shifts, weekends, Sundays, and holidays. 
The CEO is subject te twenty-four hour a day recall andi is 
fzequently required tc travei in suppert of special law 


enforcement effors. 
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The CEO is primarily a law enforcement officer wiz) 
special training and responsibilities with regard to the 
seizure of contraband. The CEO works independently, with 
the assistance cf his dog, and has the authority, by virtue 
of his pesition, to search and seize contraband and can 
arrest suspects if the situation warrants. The CEO revr>a- 
sents one example of a federally employed DDD handler who is 
a skilled law enforcement agent (DOT, 1980). 


B. NAVY CIVIL SERVICE DDD HANDLERS 


Currently, tnere are at least sixteen civil service 
employees serving as Navy DDD handlers. Appendix P lists 
the lecaticn and grades of these handlers (Zullo, 1983). 

Discussions with handlers at several of these locations, 
revealed that the civilian DDD handlers are usually classi- 
fied in either the Guard Series, CSC 085, or the Police 
Series, CSC 083. In most cases, these civilian handlers 
were hired criginally to perform general guazd or pelice 
duties. When their ccmmand recognized a need +o establish a 
civilian DDD handler position, they volunteered for the 
program and were *rained in the Air Force's Drug Contraband 
Betectcr Ccurse (Croft, 1983). 

Civil service enrloy=<es may work full or part-time in 
the DED hardler duties. Mr. Croft, 2 GS-6 Sipervisory 
Police Officer at NAS Jacksonville, Florida , has worked as 
a dog handler at his command since 1978. He stated that he 
works full time as a dog handler and kennelmaster. A PD 
AUDIO. Miller of the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, 
Virgiria indicates that this GS-7, Guard Supervisor 
(Narcotic Detectcr Deg Handler) position, requires approxi- 
Mately thirty percent of the incumbent's time in the DDD 
handler function (NAVSHIPYD, 1983). Since precedence indi- 
cates that Navy DDD handlers are hired under the civil 
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Sereice GUarad or Police Series, it is necessary to describe 
the position classification procedures for these series irn 
some detail. After establishing the need for a civilian 
manpower: requirement, local commands classify the position 
according to civil service series and grade level. In 
general, the grade levels selected will depend on the nature 
and type cf work assignments, level of supervisory respensi- 
bility, and basic knowledge, skills, and abilities required 
in che jot. 


Descriptions of tke various civil service series are 


found in the Office of Personnel Management's Positicn 
Classific m cn Standards (OPM, 1978). The Guard Series 
includes fcsitions that involve performing oz supervisir 


protective services in quarding government buildings and 
property.  Ncn-superviscry positions include grades GS-2 
through GS-5 while supervisory positions, in the Guard 
Supervisory category, include grades GS-4 through GS-9. 

A GS-2 guard is a trainee level employee, similar tc a 
watchman, who is tyrically assigned to a stationary post or 
a walking post within a building. at the other extreme, 
GS-5 guards work more independently and are required +o 
exercise a high degree of judgement and initiative in the 
Memaucc ct their duties. Their duties may include enforcing 
a variety cf laws, issuing warning and violation tickets, 
investigating accidents, or detaining violators. 

In the Police Series, the police position includes 
grades GS-3 through GS-5, while the Police Supervisor posi- 
tion includes grades GS-5 through GS-9. Police positions 
are estaklished primarily to enforce law and order, preserve 
the peace, and protect life and the rights of peopls. A 
GS-3 Fcliceman is the entry level position. Duties cf the 
GS-3 might include ccnducting walking patrols, directing 
oe sui traffic violation tickets, or arresting 


persons conmritting cffenses. According to the OPM 
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Standards, a GS-5 policeman deais with POSUER cue na 

complex police work requiring full knowledge and applica 
of a ccmrlete Tange cf pclice Methods and Service." Gra 
EES5 and GS-7 May be détactive FOSitions where incumben+s 


cf 


20n 


As 


ES 


ar? engaged full time in the Performance of investigar: ve 
WOK. Supervisory Peles OT ECTS GS-5 through GS-9, serve 
in positions Where they are Tesponsible for supervising end 
Managing uniformed Pclice Officers. 

Although there are many Similarities between quard and 
police pesitions in the Federal Service, guarda positions 
exist for the Purpose of Protecting government Property 
while pclice POSitions ara established primarily for law 
enforcement duties. Most guards POSSeSS Only the same 
arrest authcrity as a Private Citizen, althongh they may 
detain viclators until the arrival of a law enforcement 
mercial. Police, on the other hand, are designated cf£r:- 
Cially as law enforcement Officers and cam exercise arrest 
authcrity (OPM, 1978). 

Under the present civil service classification System, 
BE) 3prears that the current practice of classifying civil 
Service handlar Fositions in either the Guard or Police 
Eres is acceptable. In this thesis it is argued +ha+ +he 
Guard series nay be mcre appropriate since £4e DDD handier 
does not require arres- authority in the Derformance of his 
Atics, 

As discussed in Chapter II, the duties required cf a ppp 
handler should Fall within +he scope of =+he authority dele- 
gated by the command to civilian guards. Guards aż mos+ 
installations, fer instance, may conduct random vehicla 
inspections as directed by higher SiO ty They may also 
Peticim certain types of searches and seizures when pZotable 
cause exists aná «hen so directed. They may apprehend and 
detain perscnnel when there is Teasonable belisf that the 
individual has ccamitted an unlawful act. 
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The grade level for the DDD handler pesition will depend 
ca local requirements. Based on observation of current 
position classifications, it appears chat ths GS-5 grade 
level is appropriate for a non-supervisory handler while che 
GS-7 level may be utilized for handlers in supervisory posi- 
tions, such as kennelmasters. 


C. GOVERNMENTAL FUNCTION 


Given that the DDD handler billets are not military 
essential, it is necessary to decida whether the handler 
billets should be considered governnentai functions. 
Hccoro c OMBOUA-T6, a govezumen-t function is omne which 
must ke performed in-house due to a special relationship ía 
executing gcvernment respensibilities. Tha Navy's 
Commercial Activities (CA) program, discussed in OPNAVINST 
4860.6C, implements CMB A-76 (DON, 1982(2)). This instruc- 
tion prescribes that gevarnment functions fail ints three 


categories: 


1. Discreticnary Application of Government Authority 





Mees Gateqory includes investigations, prosecutions, 
Ao ua rar fure-rions, and primarily is limited to 
those functicns which inherently involve value judgements as 
opposed to ancillary or support activities. Other functicns 
included in this category are those related to: direction 
of federal employees; contract administration; personnel 


Management; and certain legal advisory activities. 


2. Monetary Transactions 


Is 
E 

Au 
lla 


¡titlements 


This category includes government benefit progranms, 
tax cclleccions, and revenue disbursemants by the govern- 
MENE UDc*tsons asscciated with control of the public 
treasury, accounts, and money supply also fall into this 
catedory. 


56 





ouse Core Capability 


-— 
2s ee Eee nm 


This category includes functions in the area of 
research, development, and testing, needed for technical 
analysis and evaluations and *echnology base management and 
Maintenance (DoN, 1982(1)). 

As discussed in Chapter II, the role of the DDD 
handler is nct considered to be a law =snforcemen“ function. 
The DDD team assists the commanding officer in conducting 
inspecticns the primary function of which are to ensure the 
health, welfare, and morale of the troops. The DDD handler 
function is not investigatory in nature and, therefore, does 
not require discreticnary application of government 
autherity. This function, as discussed in Chapter II, “es 
not require monetary “ransactions or involve in-house cors 
capabilities. For these reasons, the DDD handler duties are 
not considered goverrmental in nature. Therefore, they may 
be performed by contractors, provided that this alternativa 


4s the most cost affective choice. 


D. THE CIVILIAN BILLET COST MODEL (CBCM) 


fu 


The Civilian Billet Cost Model (CBCM) was develo 


= 


=o 


3J 


provide cost estimates associateđ with the creation and 
staffing of a civil service billet in the Navy. The CBCM is 
intended to be used when estimating the marginal cost of new 
or existing civil service billets or when estimating total 
costs of civil service employees either Navy-wide or for 
Bajor subgrcups. 

The CECM enables Navy decision makers +o compare the 
eos et mene na ne pattlets wath those of military or contract 
personnal in ordér tc evaluate the cost effectiveness of 
these alternative labcr forms. The Assessment Group, a 
Santa Monica, California based consulting firm, is 


currently under contract with the Navy Personnel Research 
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and Development Center to maintain and improve the CBCM. In 
refining *he CBCM, Assessment Group analysts have attempted 
to maintain comparability with the cost measures found in 
Mac EEGME (Butler, 1981). Although further research is 
necessary to completely satisfy this objectivs, the present 
CBCM model does provide users with a useful model for 
comparing civilian billet costs wich those of military cz 
contracter personnel. 

In a study conducted by the Assessment Group, the 
authcrs ccmpared the CBCM with the manpower cost analysis 
methods outlined in CMB Circular A-76 (Butler, 1981). A 
G@esecucsc2en Cf OMB A-~76 guidelines can be found in Chapter Y. 
The results of this analysis showed that the CBCY cost esti- 
mates differed from these produced by OMB A-76 procedures by 
cnly eight percent. The CBCM estimates were eight percent 
higher, according to the authors, because they were more 
complete than those using A-76. Butier further reported 
that "the CBCM would provide an increase ir computational 
accuracy (as compared to OMB A-76 methods) ar a lower 
NsceerDal cos- to the user (Butler, 1981)." 

Ber che purpose of this study, the CBCM will be used to 
estimate the cost of civilian manpower instead of the OMB 
em eoSt nag procedures. CECMN cost data for all major civil 
service cccupational groups has alrzady been developed and 
can te applied to manpower cost comparisons with a minimum 
Pema telvurcal CfLtOr:. Development of OMB A-76 cost esti- 
mates would require several detailed cost studies ard is 


therefors beyond the scope of this thesis. 


E. COST ELEMENTS IN THE CBCH 


The CBCM estimates civil service billet costs specified 
by grade and Functional Occupational Group (FOG). FOG co 


develcped for this mcdel aggregate over 500 civil service 
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series ccvering both General Schedule (GS) white collar 

workers and Federal Wage System (FWS) blue collar employees 
Euntoonigecy-two occupational groups. In order to determine 
in tre CPCM 
for evaluating DDD handlers first it was necessary tc iden- 


(D 
As 


the apprepriate cost model category to be us 


tify the applicable Civil Service Series code (CSC). Once 
the CSC category was determined, it was then cross- 
referenced in the CBCM FOG dictionary Ło a corresponding FOG 
group. 

As previously discussed, the Civil Service Serias most 
closely corresponding to the duties required of a government 
en lian hendler are the Guard series, CSC 085, and the 
Folice series, CSC 083. Both series are aggregated by the 
CBCH intc FOG 610, Fire and Police. All workers included in 
this FOG are white ccllar GS employees. Examples of other 
Civil Service Series included in FOG 610 inciude Fire 
Prorecrien end Prevention, CSC 81, and Customs Enforcenen= 
Mens ce=, CSC N89 1. 

For the purpcse of this study FOG 610 is used as the 
HUuDECDPISVQaoe gqrour For developing DDD handlers' CSCM costs. 
Appendix ¢ lists the FY 83 annual billet costs by grade and 
by ccst element for FOG 610, Fire and Police Group. The 
CBCM cost elements are described below (Butler, 1981). 


ES 


Lb 


Pay 


Ease pay in the C3CM is based on data obtained fren 
the Navy Civilian Master File maintained by the Defense 
Manpower Pata Center (DMDC), Monterey, California. Since 
Civil service base pay is a function of both grade level and 
step, the base pay ccst 2lement averages base pay for all 
members of a given FOG by grade. The average base pay may 
vary amcng FOGs for the same grade level depending on the 
Step distribution characterizing a given FOG grade. 
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EGLI 


This cost elemen? represents the expected annual 
cost to the governmert for Federal Employee Group Life 
Insurance (FEGLI). Average salaries and percentages o£ 
individuals electing life insurance coverage are obtained 
from the Navy Civilian Master File for each FOG by grades 
level. The annual government contribution to the FEGLI 
program fcr each FOGygradée is then calcuiated according to 
procedures specified in the most recent edition of the 


Federal Errlcyee!s Almanac. 


3. Retirement 





This cost element estimates the net annual accrual 
cf government obligations for civil service employee retire- 
Dent benefits. It includes the cost of several forms of 
benefits administered by the Civil Service Commission, 
including a regular retirement policy, disability retire- 
ment, survivor policies, and lump sum settlements for those 
who elect tc cash out of a policy at any time prior to 
receiving regular rétirement benefits. 


This cost element includes th2 costs for tuition, 
travel and subsistence for training received by civil 
service employees. Ccurses may be provided by the employ- 
se!s parent agency, scme other government agency, ocr by an 
See slG2= scentriactce CL institution. Butler's analysis 
results suggested that government costs for training were 
Significantly underestimated. Therefore, estimates of 
average tuition costs per hour were developed by the CBCH 
EL Sian eche basis ef typical contractor tuition costs 
Since the authors felt that they more accurately reflect the 


actual resource costs involved in delivering a training 
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From Da a on duty hours spent training was derived from 
DMDC*s Training and Master Files. In the case of the CBCM, 
training costs were ccnsidered current costs rather “han 
investment costs as they were in the EBCM. Statistical 
analysis supported tk¢ Assessment Group's theory that, in 
the case of civilians, training represents a form cf non- 
recuniary income, and as such, should be considered a 


current cost rather than an amortized investment. 


This category includes special pays over and above 
base ray such as overtime, holiday and Sunday premiuns, 
hazardous duty pay, and overseas or nightwork differentials. 
Data cn premium favs was collected from a special analysis 
ads stribution and number of premium hours worked by 
employees at representative Navy facilities. Tha 
Comptroller General of the Navy's Office (NAVCOMPT) provided 
additional data cn tctal Navy expenditures in 2ach of the 


premium pay categories. 


6. Undistzri buted Costs 


y 
Q 
er 


This cost element inciudes all otaer costs whi 
cannct be alloca*ed tc a specific FOG or GS level and ars 
Ae errores distributed equally anong all Navy civilians. 
Examples cf such elements inciude health insurance costs, 
severance costs, change of station costs, cost of unemploy- 
Dent benefits, overseas allowances, and suggestion or 


supericr per=otrmnanes c6sScs. 


This cost element includes the recur-zing costs 
involved in filling a previously established civil service 
killet. Recurring costs include costs fer advertising cpen- 


igs eWeek viewi NG atriicants, and preparing formal cffers. 
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Acne quthors CE the CBCA stated that recruitment 
costs should be included in the costing of civilian 
emplcyees, they could find no existing data base to measure 
these costs., EStimates of recruitment costs, therefore, 
were based on information obtained from interviews wit 
personnel officers at selected Navy installations. Although 
the recruitment cost data obtained by this method may not bs 
exact relative to the absolute value, this cost data does 
provide a reasonable rough ¢stimate of recruitment costs. 
Relative to cther costs in the CBCM, the recruitment cost 
element values for FCG 610 are smali and range from six 
dollars for a GS-2 tc 109 dollars for a GS-12. 


The Annual Billet Cost is the sum of the previous 
seven direct cost elements. I% represents the cost cf a 
k2ile+, assuming no unproductive time. The Annual Billet 
Cost is comparable te the Navy Billet Cost eiement in the 


9. Downtime 


This cost element recognizes the opportunity cost of 
the time for which civil servants are compensated but do not 
actually work. Sources of downtime include: holidays, vaca- 
tions, sick leave, administrative leave, other earned leave, 
continuation pay, travel time and other non-productive time. 
The basis for downtime computetions is the standard 2080 
hour work year, corresponding to fifty-two forty hour weeks. 
This bas¢ is then adjusted by estimated downtime costs. 
Estimates of hours cf annual leave downtime were based on 
rules governing annual leave earned at various Lengths of 
service (LOS). The leave hour estimates were then applied 
tomene hican LOS distributions in the occupational grourcs. 

ther downtime ccests were allocated equally among the occu- 


Faricnalsgrcups. 


62 





O endar Menyear Cost 
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The Standard Manyear Cost is the sum of the dirscr 
cost elements (Annual Billet Costs) and the Downtime Cost. 
It is the ccst of keeping the position filled year round. 
The Standard Manyear Cost is comparable to the Navy Manysar 
Cost element in the EECM. The authors of the CBCM also 
indicate that the Standard Manyear Cost element is to te 
used when ccmparing civil service billet costs with 


Semclractcrt ccsts. 


ie; Tnitial Billst Cost 
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This cost element includes the additional costs 
involved in establishing a new civil service position. 
Initial costs include costs associated with preparing posi- 


tion descriptions or cbtaining budget authorizations. 


F. CIVIL SERVICE POSITION COSTS OF DDD HANDLERS 


Inmender tO calculate the cost of staffing ail 158 
authorized DDD handler billets with civil service personnel, 
it is necessary to knew the GS arade levels for each of 
mese cos2tions. As discussed in Section B of this chapter, 
it is assumed that all future handiar positions will be 
classified as grade GS-5 or GS-7. Aithough it would be 
expected that the majority of civilian handlers would be 
GS-5's, the exact paygrade mix cannot be determined. 
Therefore, the expected cost levels wiil be “bracketed 
based on a least cost mix of all GS-5 handlers and a high 
eost 12 of all GS-7 handlers. 

As determined in Section D of this chapter, the annual 
marginal ccst of the (DD handler is bas#d on the FOG 610 
series Standard Manysar Cost for thé appropriate grade. 
According to the CBCM, an initial billet cost element should 


be included when a new civil service position is created. 
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This would te a one time cost and would not be included in 
the ccst analysis once the position has been established. 

[ica = tn DeGcests OL Creating 158 authorized civilian 
handler positions are calculated by adding the Standard 
Mamyear Cost and the Initial Billet Cost found in Appendix Q 
for the grade level and multiplying this number by 158. The 
GBA cost Cf the least cost mix {all GS-5's) is $3,640,162, 
Meme the corcesronding cost for the high cost mix (all 
GS-7's) is $4,627,188. Recurring CBCM costs for civilian 
handler rfesitions (Initial Billet Costs excluded) are 
Hop 75,224, for GS-5's and $4,547,082 for GS~-7's. 

mhen ee Of the Drug Contraband Detector Training 
Ccurse, hcwever, must also be considered in the manpower 
costs since civilian handlers also attend this schocl. 

EE cecthecauthor could find no data relative to the turnover 
rate of Guard or Police Series positions, a "worst case" 
situaticn will be assumed in which the civilian handler 
turnover rate is the same as military turnover. One would 
expect that civilians would remain in a handler position 
longer than the two or three year tour of their military 
counterparts. Hence, this assumption will result in an 
Aversa sing or the cost of civilian handier training. 

BS in the case of military handlers, it will be assumed 
that firty-eight civilians are trained annually in the mcdel 
system. Assuming that all 158 authorized handler positions 
are ccntinually filled, these trainses represent additicnal 
"plpelins" training rillets that must be programmed to 
support the DDD handler billets. 

In calculating training costs, the variable cost data 
presented in Appendix O was used with the exception cf the 
pay and allowances cost element. A civilian pay cost was 
derived by multiplying the CBCM hourly wage rate for the 
appropriate grade (base pay divided by 2080 hours) by 200 


(five weeks cf training times forty hours per week). 





POE me GS=5, the pay cos* during training was $1460 ($7.30 
x 200). The pay during training for a GS-7 was $1826 (39.13 
x 200). These civilian pay costs were substituted fer the 
student pay and allowances element ($327.87) and the 
remaining elements were adjust2d to FY 83 costs as before. 
mums the training ccst for a GS-5 is $2562, and, for a 
eee yetne cest 15 $2928. This equates to an annual cost of 
815,596 *o0 train fifty-eight GS-5's, or $169,824 to train 
the same number cf GS-7's. Once again, it should be empha- 
sized that the cost cf civilian training is overstated using 
this methcdology, however, this "worst case" costing is 
feoiiizedsaue to lack cf information on Civilian handler 
turnover rates. 


ISI sts tue stoet-up costs for a mix of all GS-5 


a 


| TABLE V | 
| Start-up Costs of GS-5 Handler Positions | 
| | 
BEETBEM Ccst for 158 GS-5 Positions 5S, O40) G2 | 
| InaesnAmcocosts for 58 GS-5 Positions 143,596 | 
| Tctal Start-up Costs for GS-5 Positions $3,788,758 | 

N, 


moo handler positions, including training costs. 


Da MM tists the start-up costs for a mix of all GS-7 


Pewee enaeeaercsitions, including <raining costs. 


ToD eyi and VIII List the recurrzz2ng costs of main- 


taining a ferce cf all GS-5 or GS-7 handlers, respectively. 
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Training Costs for 58 GS-7 Positions 169,824 
Huosc3adMStar--up Costs for GS-7 Positions $4; 797,012 


A A AAA e o 


| TABLE VI | 
| Start-up Ccsts of GS-7 Handler Positions | 
| CECM Cost for 158 GS-7 Positions 5050277. 1858 | 
| 





has nme 


Total Start-up Costs for GS-5 Positions 3.223,82) 


oe S Ll 


oo c 
| TABLE VII | 
| Annual Costs of GS-5 Handler Positions | 
| | 
| CECM Cost for 158 GS-5 Positions O O 22u ! 
| Daiana costs for 58.GS-5 Positions 148,596 

i 


“ue 


Total Start-up Costs for GS-7 Positions $4,716,906 


Bee eee 
| TABLE VIII | 
| ànnual Costs of GS-7 Handler Positions | 
| e | 
| CECM Cost for 158 65-7 Positıons $47,547,082 | 
Training Costs for 58 GS-7 Positions 169,824 | 
| 


ama ne ses OE EEE SR) ee eee Oe SE eS ee ee a eS eee 
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V. BRIVATE CONTRACTOR DDD HANDLERS 

Pide? Con tractors are a potential source of supplying 
DDD handler services to the Navy. This chapter begins wit 
a description of the policies for acquiring commercial 
s2rvices needed by the Government. OMB A-76 procedures for 
Eeculatseg contractor costs and comparing these costs to 
that cf in-house civilians then are summarized. Next, a 
general discussion of dog handler services available in -he 
private sector is presented. The availability of potential 
private sources for CLD handlers is confirmed by the identi- 
cone thirty- cne firms that train DDD's and handlets. 
Contractor cost estimates from three potential sources are 
Beesentca. The chapter sends with a discussion of potential 


problems that may preclude DDD contracting in some cases. 


A. GOVERNMENT POLICIES FOR ACQUIRING COMMERCIAL SERVICES 


OMB Circular A-76 establishes the policies and proce- 
res used to determine whether needed commerciali or 
mause al E ype work should be done by contract with private 
sources cr in-house using Government facilities and 
personnel (CMB, 1979 (1)). Recognizing the importance of the 
private enterprise system, the Government nas established 
puecpcUSCUVUCf relying on competitive private entsrprise to 
supply the products and services it needs. The Government's 


policy, as expressed in OMB A-76, builds on three precepts: 


1. Rely cn the Private Sector. The Government's business 
is net to be in business. Where privat sources are 
available they should be looked +o first to provide 
the ccmmercial or industrial goods and services needed 


by the government on the public's behalf. 
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2.  Retain Certain Governmental Functions In-House. 
Certain functicns are inherently governmental iz 
nature, being so intimately related to the public 
interest as to mandate performance by Federal 
employees. 


3. Aim fer Economy; Cost Comparisons. When Private 
erformance is feasible and no overriding factors 


quire in-house performance, the American people 


fu HH y 
(D 


sserve and expect the most economical performance 
amde-nereftore, rrgorcus comparison of contract ccsts 
versus in-house costs should be used, when apprc- 
priate, to decide how the work will be dene. 


The first of these precepts is addressed in this chapter 
nua discussion Of the availability of privata sources for 
DDD handlers. Precept two was addressed in Chapter V wnich 
presenzed the rationale for determining that the DDD handler 
billets are not governmental functions and therefere should 
not ke retained in-hcuse. Precept three is discussed in 
op er VITI When Cost compariscns cf milztary, in-house, 


and ccntraczor DDD handler services are made. 


B. OMB A-76 PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING CONTRACTOR COSTS 


The "Cost Comparison Handbook," a supplement +o OMB 
Circular A-76, provides detailed instructions for computing 
contractcr costs for acquiring needed products or services 
from th= private sector. The major considerations in calcu- 


ae namen tractor costs are: 


1. The contract ccst figure must be based on a binding 
gremarıd or Proposal, Solicited in accordance with 


pertinent regulations. 
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2. To ensure compatibility and equity in the cost 
analysis, a comprehensive Statement cf Work (Sco) must 
serve as the basis for determining both the ccontzactor 


and the government cost. 


3. The factor to be used for the government cost of 
administering ccntracts ... is four percent of the 


Een race price cr the expected cost. 


4. An existing in-house activity will not be converted to 
contract performance cn the basis of economy unless it 
will result in savings of at least +en percent of the 
estimated government personnel costs for the period of 
the ccmparative analysis. 


* 


Ccnducting a comparative cost analysis study requires 
the participation of several functional and staff offices. 
Representatives from the personnel, budget, finance and 
accounting, legal and contracting offices are usually 
involved in the procsss. 

The preparation cf the SoW is one of the major steps in 
the cost comparison rrocess. The SoW describes wha- is to 
be dcne but does not prescribe how it is to be done. It 
provides performance standards +o ensure a comparable level 
cf perfcrrance between the government or contract alterna- 
tives and tc serve as a basis for evaluating the 
alternatives. The SowW describes the duties, tasks, and 
responsibilities inherent in providing the required goods or 
services and also details requirements for furnishing such 
resources as facilities and materials. 

After the SoW has been prepared and reviewed by the 
contracting officer, the requirement is advertised, usually 
through the Commerce Business Daily. In the case of unique 
products cr services, the agency identifies known commercial 


sources through other available means. Firm bids or 
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proposals ars then sclicited to determine the lowest accer- 
tome contrac price. The contracting officer will 
determine the lowest responsive and responsible bidder and 
submit tke decllar amcunt of the bid to the individual 
responsible for the cost analysis. The contractcz's cost is 
compared to the in-hcuse estimate in accordance with the 
procedures outlined in the handbook. After an independent 
agency audit and appreving authority review, the contracting 
officer of the originating command announces the results of 
the ccst study. The decision between in-hous? or contractor 
alternatives will be based on the least cost proposal (OMB, 
89909902) 


C. DED HANDLERS IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR 


There are numerous dcq training schools in the priva 
sector that train dogs and handlers for a variety o£ dutiss 
including: generat pclzce and law enforcement duties; patrol 
Bude secursstv works; tracking; crowd control; building search; 
explosives detection; and narcotic detection. In the area 
Berarcestie detection, a rumber of firms provide DDD's and 
handler training for police departments whc use «he dogs in 
local law enforcement operations. DDD's may also bs 
supplied tc police or security personnel at Be DDD 
teams may be hired periodically by private industries co 
search facilities and personnel. LGS Certified Inc., a 
company headquartered in Kenner, Louisiana, claims that 
eighty percent of its clientele are companies in the petro- 
Hcmenduery (LGS, 1992). According to LGS, drug use in 
the petrcleum industry, particularly on off-shore drilling 
rigs, is high, due, in part, to the isolated and hazardous 
work environment to which personnel are subjected. The 
chemical industry is another example? of industries that 


employ the services cf DDD teams for routine searches. 
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oan Companies pay apply fon DEA registration rc 
obtain and use ccntrclled substances for the purpose of 
FEseringmmarcot3e detector dogs. DEA supplied the £cliowing 
informaticn on the requirements for DEA registraticn fer 
civilian DDD trainers: 


To establish such a program in the United States, civi- 
lian or government agencies must obtain a DEA researcher 
Beomwerzarlen, If Schedule I or Schedule II (controlled) 
substances are to te used as training aids, the appli- 
eur subnst a protocol along with his application 
which cutlines the proposed activities and scope of the 
puram Prior tO dranting a registration, a background 
lnvestigation is corducted by our investigators tc 
insure the program has adequate security for the cont- 
rolled substances ard (the a 1s aware of DEA 
reccrdkeeping requirements. Qualifications of key. 
personnel are also reviewed to insure thes applicant i 
Boa to operate a drug detector dog program (DEA 


= 
, 

MegcemGax sk COMtaans a list of thzrty-one civilian firms 
which have teen granted certification to maintain controlled 
substances for the purpose of training DDD's. DEA advised 
that tke list is not all-inclusive, but does include the 
majority of companies currently registered with DEA to train 
DDD's. 


Dew CONTRACTOR COST ESTIMATES 


The development cf a SoW is beyond the sccpe of this 

thesis. Therefore, it is not possible to conduct a compara- 
ive cost analysis, within OMB A-76 guidelines, in this 

thesis.  Hcwever, the author contacted several firms to 
solicit *heir estimates of the cost of providing DDD handler 
ansi omnie Wavy. The results of one unsolicited and twc 
solicited proposals ssrve as the basis for estimating 
contracte? costs. 

DED program annual costs using military or civilian 
handlers were determined by multiplying the EBCM and CBCM 


adecuan given Military billet of civilian position by 
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Ehe 2158 authorized DDT handler billets. This approach +o 
determine tctal program costs was based on two assumptions: 
first, that the Navy could provide the requisite number of 
military cr civilian handlers in the required location. 
Secondiy, the costs of military or civilian handlers are 
independent of the handler's geographical location. It does 
not appear reasonable, however, +o determine annual 
Exnuractor costs in the same manner. In the first place, it 
is unlikely that any single private source could prcvide all 
158 handlers. Most private sources that train DDD teams are 
small ccmpanies. The companies which the author contacted 
did express an interest in providing services outside their 
g=0yraphical area. However, it is not reasonable to expsct 
that any single firm could provide fill-time handler 
services, at a reasonable cost, in all authorized Navy loca- 
eianssenreuchour the country. Secondly, the proposed cost 
c£ private contractor services is dependent on local wage 
rates in the geographical area and numbe-z cf firms competing 
for tte tíd in that area. Therefore, no attempt is made in 
this chapter to determine the total annual cost of 
contracting for ail DDD handler billets. Instead, examples 
of estimated contractor costs per handler ars provided. 
Sesunecemrarisonrs of military, civilian, and contractcr costs 
are discussed further in Chapter Vil. In the remainder of 
section, three contractor cost estimates for DDD 


S 
handler services are presented. 
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nS Certified Inc., located in Kenrer, Louisiana, 
submitted tc the Navy an unsolicited proposai to furnish 
contraband detector dogs, handlers, and investigators (IGS, 
1982). LGS claims that they are the largest private 
Narcotic detector and search firm in the United States. 


LGS' clientele consists primarily of companies in the 
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petroleum industry but the company has also worked with a 
number of cther firms in the marine, trucking and nucisar 
power industries and with the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. 

In describing 3*s proposed opera*tional concept, LGS 
stated that the company operates on a "mobile principle 
whereby it dispatches the desired number of teams to a given 
area, conducts the search as requested and returns back to 
M bess Of operaticns." LGS stated its intention to train, 
house, and base most of the personnel assigned to this 
project in New Orleans, Louisiana. 

LGS' initial proposal offered a one year fixed price 
n aef Cr forty teams at a cost of 33,900,000. LGS 
defined the basic components of a team as a Larcc*ics 
canine, handler, and investigator. The cost per team was 
$97, 5C0. 

After subsequent discussions with Navy representa- 
tives, LGS submitted a supplemental proposal to replace the 
earlier offer (Sullivan, 1982). LGS proposed providing the 
Navy with fcur search dog handler teams. A team, in this 
case, consists of a handler and DDD.  LGS would assume the 
REO Mina. costs: acquisition and training of the dogs and 
handlers; care and feeding of dogs; deployment of DDD teams 
to che first Navy base duty station; and subsistence cf 
uudaüsrsowhsle on base duty station. In addition to «the 
basic contract cost for services, LGS proposed that the Navy 
would pay the cost cf travel and subsistence for a reserve 
team when the Navy elected to use this team. Although not 
specifically stated, the LGS proposal implies that the Navy 
will alsc pay tha cost of daployment to subsequent Navy base 
duty stations. 

The proposed cost indicated in the supplemental 
proposal, fcr a four uniz search dog handler componert, with 


one search dcg handler reserve team, was $350,800 for the 
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first year, $266,850 for the second year, and $290,4C0 for 
the third year. The first year costs include start-up 
costs. The cost for the second and third year would be 
Belge ct tO an zhflaticn factor. For the purpose of this 
thesis, ccntractor start-up costs were derived by dividing 
the first year program cost by five. Start-up costs per man 
year were determined to be $70,160 per handler. Costs for 
the second and third year were averaged to derive a recur- 
mnooarnusd contract cost per handler of $69,656. 

The first year program cost was divided by five to 
derive the start-up ccst per man year of $70,160 per 
handler. Ccsts for the second and third year were averaged 
to derive a recurring annual contract cost per handler cf 
$69,656. 





Lccated in Bakersfield, California, Mandelyn Kennels 
has trained dogs for a variety of jobs including patrol and 
security work, pclice work, and drug and explosive detec- 
Zeon | The author contacted Mr. Ray Marcois, owner, to 
request an estimate of the ccst of providing the Navy with a 
DDD team. After several telephone conversations with the 
author, Mr. Marcois submitted his cost estimate (Mandelyn, 
1983). The propesal was for a "one man-dog team, trained in 
nercotics search, available for assignment to an area desig- 
nated by the Navy". Fees for this service were base on a 
monthly rate for a ferty hour work week with the handler's 
shift subject to change according to need. Table IX gives 


the breakdcwn of Mandelyn's proposed costs. 
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TABLE IX 
DDD Team Cost Proposed by Mandelyn Kennels 


Iten Cost 

Monthly salary for handler $1800 

Mcnthly dog rental fee 700 

ucutrdeterUs!rrofit per month ern 

| Tctal monthly DED team cost $3125 

| Total annual DDD cost $37,500 
P Bee) 


Pi ER T nmm 


MEU Drexler!s Schocl fcr Dogs 


kody Drexler's Schocl for Dogs, located in Elkhart, 
Indiana, conducts a variety of courses including: basic dog 
obedience training fcr dogs and their owner's; training dog 
teans for retail and industrial security; police dog 
training; and narcotics and explcsive detector training. 
The Drexler company has trained narcotics dogs for police 
and security agencies in the United States and in foreign 
countrias. Proposed costs for a DDD team contracted from 
Eeexiler*s cempany ate listed in Table X (Drexler, 1983). 

Acccrding to the information obtained from a later 
interview with Mr. rexler, the dog purchasz= cost wculd te 
a start-up cost and wculd be incurred again only after the 
dog had cutlived its useful iife. Mr. Drexlsr indicated 
that more definitive cost estimates would depend on the 


exact lecaticn of the handler -*eanm. 
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TABLE X 
DDD Team Cost Proposed by Rudy Drexler 


a e M RE ee, Ga am SN cc ei fM mad 
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Item Cost 

Handler fee 520,000 
(includes salary, payroll taxes, insurance 
Dog purchse 3,500 
MenteaetOL'S profit 1800 
(10% cf handler salary of $18,000) 

Annual start-up cost 223,300) 

Annual recurring cost (less dog purchase) $21,800 


E. POTENTIAL PRCBLEMS WHICH MAY PRECLUDE CONTRACTING 


There are several legal and political considerations 
that may impact the decision to enploy contractor DDD tears 
even if this method is found to be the most cost effective 
way to provide these services to the Navy. In this section 


the authcr presents three specific issues for consideraticn. 


I same “Mobile Toam Concept 


According to IGS, the mobile basing concept could 
provide DID handler services to the Navy at a lower cost. 
If fewer contractor handlers could replace a given number of 
military billets, this may indeed be more cost effective, 
even given a somewhat higher cost per handler. However, 
even with a responsive nobile team, it may not be possitle 
to satisfy a commanding officer's request for an expeditious 
drug search. Quick response capability for DDD teams is 
desirable in discouraging abuse and identifying drug 
abusers. Furthermore, it could be argued th 


a 
presence of a dog team on a base, is in itsel, 
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value in deterring drug abuse. Considering *he transport 


tion coste that must be borne by the Navy, it is not reason- 

2 Of 
service at a cheaper cost as could be done by a stationary 
tean. 


able to expect the mobile team to provide the same leva 


The mobile team concept may also be infeasible due 
to legal consideraticns. It would be necessary to establish 
the credibility cf each DDD team to every commanding officer 
in every area that might utilizs the team. As discussed ir 
gnaprersıg, this credibility certification is necessary tc 
prove that probable cause exists for conducting a search. 
With several DDD teams and numerous commanding officers 
involved, it may be difficult to ensure that every 
commanding officer on every base has sufficient knowledgs 
and confidence in the drug detection capability of each DDD 
team. Tke credibility issue could easily result in a number 
of cases being dismissed by the courts due to lack of 
probatle cause. 


As previcusly discussed, the Air Force (AF), as 
single urit manager of the MWD program, is responsible for 
all aspects of procurement, training and employment of 
MWD's. The AF has deveionved certification standards for 
DDD's used in DoD. AF personnel are responsible for the 
weal certification of DDD's completing the Drug 
Contraband Letector Course. The A? certification of DDD's 
has a potential impact upon contractirg efforts for DDD 
services. 

MNAE position on csrtification Of contractor 
dogs was demonstrated in July 1982, when DoDDC responded to 
a request from Headquarters, USMC, for commercial procurs- 
Ment Of patrol/narcotic dogs. At this time, the Marine 


Corps was expanding its MWD program but was unable *c 
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procure dogs fzon the AF äue to a backlog of requests at 
DODDC. The AF pcsiticn was that dogs bought through a 
contract must be evaluated at Lackland against standards 
already in use. The AF stated that dogs would not meet the 
certificaticn standards unless evaluated by AF personnel at 
Lackland. The AF further indicated that it did not have the 
manpower or funding to allow for travel of AF personnel to 
Euntrac^ccor sites for the purpose of certifying dogs (3280th 
mentG, undated). 

In this case, the problem was resolved when the AF, 
having been subplemented with additional trained handlers 
from the cther services, was able to provide the requested 
number of dcgs to satisfy the Marine Corps! requirements. 
However, unless the certification issue is resolved, the 
requirement to have ccntractor dog teams certified, and 
possikly recertified, at Lackland, would add to the contrac- 
tor's cost estimates and possibly make contracting of ODD 


teams ccst Erohibitive. 


3. Congressional Legislation Concerning CA Studies 





In September 1982, The Chief of Naval Operations 
issued & message to Navy activities advising tnem of a one 
year moratorium, impcsed by Congress, on conducting cost 
studies cf firefighters or guard/police/security functions 
(CNO, 1982(2)). Acccrding to this message, the Defense 


Buchnorszatscn Act prohibited: 


pnewsDuIgation Of expending of any FY 83 funds for 
prog tor performances of firefighcer Tunctlers ce 
security functions at any military installation, sxcerct 
when such funds are for renewing contracts which are 


already in effect. 


78 





of this issue, which sheds light or the 
the moratorium, was presented by Mr. Fred 
ared before a House subcommittes as a 


E 
Schillreff who appe 
representative of the International Association of 
Bscefighters (IAFF). In Mr. Schillreff's view, fire 
fighting and bass security functions are inherently govern- 
mental in nature. He opposed the contracting out of these 
functions stating that such contracting "poses a major 
threat to the security of our nation and its citizens" 
mise, 1982). In other written testimony, the Hon. Sam 
Gejdenscn, representative from the state of Connecticut, 
discussed a bill that he introduced (H.R. 5728} which would 
Baonınır centracting cut of firefighter and security 
services at military bases. Mr. Gejdenson supported the 
view that these services should not be contracted out to the 
lowest bidder. The ccngressman stated that he was led to 


introduce his bill because of: 


pacaccmbNDation of the potential disruption of our mili- 
tary readiness and security coupled with the threat tc 
Civilian and military lives and property posed by the 
inadsquate or inefficient and unzsliable po ce Lon that 
HS te frewm contracting out (HASC, 1982). 


Based upon the testimonies cf Mr. Schilireff and Mr. 
Gejdenson, gulity, reliability, and responsiveness of 
contractcr performance appear *o be the major concerns in 
posccuaemsetong cut cf firefighters and security guards. 
Captain Cook, the Navy CA program manager, stated 
that the cengressionally imposed moratorium had been lifted 
effective 31 March 1983. However, ne indicated that it is 
likely that legislaticn will be introduced in FY 84 to 
permanently exempt firefighter and security guard positions 
from the CA cost comparison process. Since government 
empicyed DDD handlers are generally hired in the Security or 
Guard series, it is likely that this legisiation could also 
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er preecos to prenibi2 contractiíng out of DDD handlers. 
Final resclution of this issue remains to be seen. However, 
congressional decisicn makers should consider the eccnomic 
impact of exempting DDD handler positions from the CA cos- 
compariscn process. 
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VI. DDD EROGRAM NON-PERSONNEL COSTS 

Althcugh manpower costs constitute the major portion of 
the costs of operating the Navy's DDD program, there are 
Several cther cost elements that must be identified in order 
to properly compare the cost of the various manpower alter- 
natives. Fer instance, costs involved in acquiring and 
training DDD's and vroviding the dogs with food and veteri- 
nary care must be considered. Likewise, the costs of 
operating and maintaining kennel facilities and associated 
suppcrt spaces must be included in the cost model. 

Once again, the emphasis is on annual marginal costs 
involved in operating th2 program at authorized levels. Ths 
cost data included in the analysis reflect, as closely as 
possible, the total taxpayer cost of the program rather «han 
just the costs incurred directly by the Navy. Thus, costs 
Poe rocurement and training of dogs that ar2 incurred ty 
the Air Force are allocated to the Navy according to a 
fair-share percentage. The Navy's share for these costs is 
based on the-number of Navy dog purchases as a percentage of 
total Air Ferce dog rurchases. 

Costs which are considered "sunk," i. e. already ha 


vo 
been expended, are net included in the cost analysis. Tn 


a 


cost cf existing buildings or equiípmen* used in the DDD 
program are examples cf "sunk" costs. However, estimates of 
costs for kennel facilities and equipment will be provided 
since these costs should be considered in those cases where 
new facilities must be acquired. 

All costs are adjusted to reflect FY 83 projected costs. 


^ 


Military and civilian personnel salaries and benefits ar 
adjusted by the known pay raise percentages ror sach of 
these manpower categories. As discussed in Chapter III, a 
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Fens Indem cr 1.15 :s used to adjust FY 81 costs and a ECES 
index of 1.09 to adjtst 1982 costs. 


A. DDD FBOCUREMENT AND TRAINING COSTS 


The Department of Defense Dog Center (DoDDC), Lackland 
AFB, Texas, is responsible for the procurement and initial 
training cf military working dogs. Dogs are acquired fron 
one of three sources. "Local " source refers to dogs 
acquired frcm individuals living in the San Antonio ar2a. 
"Correspondence" refers to those dogs acquired from cwners 
living cutside the San Antonio area who become acquainted 
with the MWC program and contact the DoDDC to donate or sell 
Mié deg.) “Recruiting Trip" dogs ars acquired by DoDDC 
personnel who travel to select areas throughout the country 
to evaluate and purchase dogs. 

The procurement costs of acceptable local source dogs 
include cf an average FY 81 purchase price of 5205.60. In 
addition to the purchase price, procurement costs for 
correspondence dogs also includes transportation costs to 
ship the dog to DoDDC for evaluation and to return unaccep- 
table dogs to <heir cwners, at tne owner's request. In 
de naaa ag the cost of recruiting trip dogs, transportation 
and per diem costs for DoDDC personnel also must be consid- 
ered as well as advertising and dog transportation ccsts. 

It is assumed «hat the DoDDC is exploiting tne curren 
local and ccrrespondéence sources to the maximum, hence ad 
“oral cogs must be cbhtained through recrusting trips. T 
marginal procurement cost per dog therefore, should consist 
of the adjusted average price paid per dog plus the adjusted 
average cf transportation and other costs associated with 


mee basing a dog from the recruiting trip source. 
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In addition *o the procurement costs, DoDDC incurs cos*s 
associated with kenneling and feeding of dogs. These ccsts 
fall inte twe general categcries, personnel costs and overa- 
tions and maintenance costs. Costs for veterinary care are 
incurred at the USA Medical Center, Wilford Hall, which 
provides veterinary care for DoDDC. Finally, DoDDC operates 
areen dog training program for conducting initial dog 
training. Military personnel costs are the primary costs 
eee lbucted to this function. 

In FY 81, DoDDC conducted a one time cost study to iden- 
way the taxpayer costs for operation and support of his 
facility (Barr, undated). are presented in Avpenäix S, 
Secticns I through IV. Unadjusted costs are in FY 81 
dollars unless otherwise noted. 

An estimate of the Navy's share of DoDDC costs is 
presented in Section V cf Appendix S. Costs are divided 


into variable and fixed/semi-variable categories. For 


purpcse cf this thesis, these variable costs are interpreted 
as the marginal cost of adding one additional dog tc the 
Navy's DDD inventory. Fixed and semi-variable costs ars 


those costs which would not change if the Navy required only 


cne additional dcg. However, since it is desirable to 
determine a total taxpayer cost of the Navy's DDD pregran, 
these ccsts will be allocated to the Navy by fair-share 
percentages. 

In crder to estimate the Navy's fair-share of DoDDC's 
costs, the annual Navy requirement for DDD's must pe esti- 
mated. Data obtained from NIS indicates the following 
actual or projected numbers of Navy DDD purchases for the 
follcwing calendar years: CY 80 - 4 dogs; CY 81 - 32 dogs; 
CY 82 117 dogs; and CY 83 - 33 dogs. AS can be seen, 
actual recuirements vary considerably from what one might 
expect fcr the ideal "steady-state" system. For instance, 


in CY 80, the Navy's DDD program was relatively small, hence 
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cnly four dogs were purchased that year. In CY 82, however, 
several handler billets were added to the DDD program 
resulting in an unusually large number of dog purchases that 
year. 

For the purpose of this thesis it was necessary to 
develcp a mcdel cf annual dog purchases required to support 
158 authorized DDD billets. Given that a healthy dog can be 
expected to serve a useful life of eight years as a DDD, it 
would be expected that at least twenty dogs (158 / 8 = 19.5) 
must ke purchased each year as replacements for retired 
dogs. It could be expected, however, that during the ccurse 
cf a year scme dogs may be injured or contract some disease 
or iliness rendering them unsuitable for furthsr useful 
service. I+ is also possible that a fraction of the doas 
may nct perform properly in the operational setting and may 
have to ke returned to DoDDC for retraining or other derosi- 
tion. Althcugh no data was available on the number of docs 
who must ke replaced for these reasons, Dr. Townsend, an Air 
Force veterinarian at Wilford Hall Medical Center, estimated 
that perhaps five out of every 100 dogs would fall in this 
categcry (Tcwnsend, 1983). Therefore, eight of the 158 
DDD's must ke replaced annually due to such extraordinary 

ircums-ances. Thus estimates of Navy DDD costs are based 
on an annual cequirement to purchase a total of twenty-eigh+ 
dogs, twenty as replacements for retiring dogs and eight as 
Bn sccementse Lor dogs lost due to extraordinary circums- 
tances. 

Tctal Navy fair-share costs for the author's model level 
or dog purchases, as well as that of other purchase levels, 
are presented in Section V (c) of Appendix S. Variable 
costs are the product of the number of dogs purchased times 
*he tctal variable ccst per dog. Navy share of FYSV costs 
are caiculated by dividing the number of Navy dogs purchased 


by 386 (the total number cf MWD's purchased by the AF in 
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mec) and multipiying that fraction by the total FYSY 
Bene. Zune Navy fair-share of DoDDC costs for the procure- 
ment and training of DDD dogs is therefore estimated to be 
$172,45€ per year (an average of $6159 per dog). 


B. DOG FURCHASE COSTS 


DDD's are purchased from the Air Force through normal 
supply procedures. Requisitions are submitted in MILSTRIP 
format usina Federal Stock Number 8820-238-8577 DX for the 
Detector Dog (Narcotic/Contraband). Funding and requisi- 
tioning of dogs is handled by the NIS. The cost of a DDD is 
$478 which includes the pasic acquisition cost and firs: 
destination transportation cos*, as weli as the cost of some 
kasic equipment issued with the dog, eg. ieash and collar. 

The purchase cost a a DDD represents a Girect cost to 
the Navy. Although this money is transferred to another 
DOD department, it is included in the cost analysis. 
Including the purchase cost may be considered "double 
counting" because, in a sense, the AF is being reimburse? 
for the cost of the dog. However, the $478 is only a frac- 
ocre real Cost for the AF to procure a dog. The cost 
of transportation of the dog to the Navy activity alone 
would acccunt for at least one-third of this price. The 
cos= cf equipment prcvided with the doq and general costs 
for hanäling, prsparation and shipving also mus“ be 
included. Therefore, it is assumed that the Navy cost to 
purchase a dog is a marginal economic cost which should be 
included in the cost analysis. Based on the author's model 
of annual purchase leveis discussed in the previous section, 
the yearly ccst to the Navy for dog purchases is estimated 
to be $13,384 ($478 x 28). | 
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€. DOG FOOD COSTS 


The reccmmended diet for MWD's consists of a dog focd 
known as Maximum Stress Diet (MSD). This dog food is avai- 
table “hrough military supply channels in twenty-five pcund 
Sams at a cost of $29 per can. The amount of dog focd 
consumed daily depends on the size and activity level of the 
individual dog. In discussions with several military dca 
handlers it was indicated that the average dog consumes 
between one and one and one- quarter pounds of dog food 
Hay zuge ,„1983). Using a 1.25 pound daily consumption 
Tats, it is estimated that the averages dog consumes 456 
pounds cf dcg food annually which is valued at $529. Deg 
food for the 158 authcrized DDD's would be sxpected to cost 
183,582 annually. 


D. VETERINARY SERVICES COSTS 


Veterinary services for Navy DDD's are frequenti: 


provided by Army and Air Force veterinaria!: 


U 
un 
(D 
H 


nearby military installa-ions. Provisions for t 
services are usually stipulated in an inter-servi 
agreement, although the Navy is not normally requir 
reimturse the Army or Ait Forca for the cost of vet 
carz. Civilian veterinary services may be used w 
ey veterinarian is not available locally or in certain 
emergency situations. 

According to Dr. Townsend of the Air Force Veterinary 
Clinic, Wilford Hall Medical Center, MWD's are required to 
receive semi-annual physical examinations. In some casss, 
physicals may be conducted more frequently. DDD's at NAS 
Alameda, for instance, receive physicals on a quarterly 
basis (Fant, 1983). During the physical, routine lab tests 
are conducted and immunization shots are given. In addition 


to rcutine physicals, dogs occasionaily may require 
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emergency care for injuries or illnesses. Since specific 
plitary veterinary cost data is not availabla, estimates of 
© eces cf Civilian veterinary care are used to reflect tne 
Besource costS involved in providing veterinary care for 
DDD's. Cr. Townsend estimated that she cost of a semi- 
annual deg physical, including the cost of veterinary 
services, lab tests and shots, would be a minimum cf $50. 
The estimated cost fcr an emergency visit would be a minimum 
of $20. Fer costing purposes, it is assumed that each Navy 
DDD receives two physicals and visits a veterinarian at 
least cne other time for emergency treatment during the 
course cf a year. Tctal veterinary service cost for each 
dog is therefore estimated at $120. For the 158 authorized 
DOD'S, zetal annual veterinary costs are $18,960. 


E. DOG KENNEL UTILITIES AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 


The annual cost fcr utilities and maintenance of office 
spaces, kennel runs and associated facilities used by dcg 
handler teams also must be considered. Aggregate data on 
utilities and maintenance costs are maintained by Public 
Works Centers (PWC's) for activities served by those 
centers. The Utilities Cost Analysis Report (UCAR), 
prepared on a monthly basis, inciudes the cos- of such 
produced cr purchased services as natural gas, electricity, 
sewage, potable water, and maintenance. It is recognized 
that utilities and maintenance costs will vary depending on 
geographical location, however, for the purpose of this 
study it was necessary to develop an estimate of Navy-wids 
utilities and maintenance rates. 

Average Navy-wide costs per square foot for utilities 
and maintenance of kennel facilitiss were estimated usina FY 
82 NCAR shcre activities cost data supplied by PWC, Norfolk, 


Virginia. Norfolk was selected as a standard for estimating 
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these rates because cf the mcderate climate in the arza. 

met ey SZ, annual UCAR costs for utilities ‘and maintenarce 
in the Ncrfclk area averaged $1.01 per square foot. By 
comparison, FY 82 UCAR cost data obtained from PWC Mcrterey, 
Califcrnia indicated an average cost of $1.15 per squares 
foot. Adjusting the Norfolk area FY 82 cost figures, using 
mne PCES index of 1.C9, yields an adjusted FY 83 cost of 
$1.10 per square foct for utilities and maintenance. 

The number of squar2 feet of space devoted to the DDD 
function varies from location to location. Variations in 
design and in the amcunt of support space provided affects 
the size cf the facility, as does the number of dog handler 
teams authorized at the location. In many casss, adequate 
support facilities for DDD handlers are not available. At 
some facilities for instance, office spacas are shared with 
security department rersonnel. All these factors contributes 
tc the difficulty in However, in order to estimate the util- 
ities and maintenance costs associated with the DDD croaram 
it is necessary to assess the number of square f=<et allo- 
cated Navy-wide for kennel facilities. The remainder of 
this section, therefcre, is devoted to discussing two exam- 
ples of kennel design and to developing a model of the 
estimated size of Navy DDD kennels. 

The newly constructed kennel facility at Naval Submarine 
Base Bangcr, Washingtcn is one example of Navy kennel 
tont esiga. This facility, completed in November 1982, 
was ccnstructed by Navy Seabees at a cost of $48,600. The 
main support building occupies approximately 480 square feet 
and consists of an office space, bunk zoom, fcod preparation 
area, and medical treatment area. Nine wire-cage kennel 
runs, each with a dog house, are attached to the support 
kuildirg under an adjcining roof. The kennel runs occupy an 
additional 572 square feet, making a total of 1052 square 


feet c£ ccmbined kernel and suppor = spaces. The entire 
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kennel facility is surrounded by a fence. There is alsc an 
outdoor orstacle course, 150 feet by 75 feet, which is 
encicsed by a chain link fence and lighted by six street 
lights (Sturdevant, 1983). 

Another examrle of kennel facility design is found at 
the Strategic Air Command (SAC) Headquarters, Offutt AFB, 
Omaha, Netraska. This kennel is the prototype? design fer 
SAC activities. A pre-engineered metal building, approxi- 
mately 30 x 60 feet, (1800 square feet), is adapted for 
kennel use. The kennel houses twelve dogs and has a kennel- 
master's office, other office space, food storage area, 
treatment area, and an isolation kennel. Cost for tha 
tuildirg and equipment is approximately $120,000. The 
kennel area occupies approximately 30 x 40 feet (1290 square 
feet) including kennel runs and aisle space in the kennel 
area. The support areas are 30 x 20 feet or a total of 600 
square feet (Dines, 1983). 

These two kennel designs, although useful for illustra- 
tive purpcses, are nct typical of most Navy kenrels. Of the 
SeventyY-ELive Navy activities authorized DDD's, forty-five 
are authcrized only cne DDD, and seventeen of these one dog 
activities are Navy ships (Appendix A). Table XI summarizes 


eedi r bution of DDD's anong Navy activities. 


In corder to estimate the utilities and maintenance cost 
for Navy kennel facilities, lt was necessary +0 make sever 
assumpiicns concerning the number of square feet of kennel 
space required at each activity. Kennel facility space 
requirements are examined based on five attributes: office 
space; kennel space; food preparation area; treatment area; 
and storage space. Cnly kennel activities ashore are 
ezamänmed sn this cost element due to the difficulty in esti- 


mating beth space reguirements and utilities cos*s for 
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ia A "AA E. 
TABLE XI | 

Distribution cf DDD's Among Navy Activities | 
| Number of DDD Teams Number of Activities | 
One 45 | 

Biss = 7 | 

| Two 13 | 
| Three 5 | 
| Nes 3 | 
| Five ü 
| Six 2 | 
| Ent 1 | 
Ten 2 | 

Scurce: Adapted from Appendix A | 

| 
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ships. The authcr's estimates of kernel space requirements 
are based on data gathered in an interview with a kennel 
designer (Dines, 1983) and visits to kennel facilities ar 
NAS Alameda, Fort Ord, Seaside, California, and the 
Washingtcn D. C. Police Department Canine Center. 

In estimating office space requirements for DDD 
handlers, the Facility Planning Critezia zor Navy and Marine 
Gemus shere Installations was consulted. This publication 
suggests that office space requirements for a supervisor, 
grade E-7 are ninety square feet. The size of a kennslmas- 
ter's office, therefore, is assumed to be 90 squara feet 
since the kennelmaster is a paygrade E-7 or E-6 supervisor. 
Although this manual does not specifically state space 


requirements for E-6 and below, it does recommend that 
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lee cal personnsi be allocatzd sixty square feet of space 
Ber perscn. per perscn (approximately 7.75 x 7.75 feet) 
Total office space required for the kennel support area is, 
therefore, assumed to consist of ninety square feet cf space 
Ea Kennelmaster's cifice plus an additional sixty square 
feet of space per handler assigned to that facility (DoN, 
Heer (2) ) « 

According to Mr. Lines, the average kennel run measures 
5x 8 feet (40 square feet). In addition to this, at least 
3x 5 feet (15 square fest) of aisle space shoud be allc- 
cated for each kennel run. Therefore, kennel space 
requiremerts are estimated to be fifty-five squares feet per 
dog. 

The fcod preparation area is usually located adjacert to 
the kennel runs. In this area, dog food and medicinal 
Supplements are prepared. Feed pans and assorted utensils 
normally are stored here, as well as some of the dod foed 
stores. It is assumed that this area measures 7 x 7 feet 
and its size does not vary whether there are one or tean degs 
assigned to the facility. Therefore, food preparation area 
requirements are assumed to be forty-nine square fest per 
kennel. 

Although not all kennels have a treatment area, it is 
desirable tc include space for treatment, examination and 
grooriag c£ dogs in the design of a kennel. The treatment 
area may be a rocm in itself, or may be part of the general 
administrative space. Based on the author's observation of 
three kennel facilities, he treatment area space deveicped 
for the authcr's Navy kennel modal is apprcximately the size 
of a small office space and measures 8 x 8 feet (64 square 
feet). 

Storage space required to hold equipment and supplies is 
estimated to be about ninety square feet, cr approxzmatsiy 


SE 
the size cf the kennelmaster's office. Using these 
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estimated space requirements, Appendix T illustrates -he 
author's model of the expected sizes of Navy kennel facili- 
ties. By multiplying the number of shore activities in sach 
DDD team size category by the estimated size of the kennel 
Byerlıcysior thaer category, the total number of square feet 
of kennel space for Navy shore activities is estimated to be 
29,729. At an annual adjusted FY 83 utilities and mainte- 
nance cost of $1.10 per square foot, the total utilities and 
Maintenance cost for kennel facilities is estimated to ke 
paw, /02% 


F. MISCELLANEOUS COSTS 


There are several other costs associated with the DDD 
Beogzen that are mincr costs or costs that are difficult to 
quantify. The annual cost of equipment replacement for such 
items as ccllars, leashes, and dog food pans, for instance, 
is considered trivial. The cost of administrative supplies 
and fcrms is alsc considered insignificant. The marginal 
cost cf iccal transportation for the dog via Navy vehicle is 
Seer scGilestc Quantity. These costs, therefore, are not 


included in the non-personnel cost analysis. 


G. KENNEL “NEW START" COSTS 


Às previously mentioned, the cost of kennel facilities 
are nct included in *he cost analysis sinc? they are consid- 
ered "sunk" costs. However, decision makers should consider 
new star+ kennel costs in their cost analysis. 

Expanding the DDD program to new locations may require 
considerable investment costs depending on the size, design, 
and location of the facility. Cost data for kennel 
construc ion was Obtained from NIS (Zullo, 1983). Althcugh 
the AF has published specifications for tne design of 


kennels, the Navy do¢s not currently use these design plans 
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in constructing its kennels. To save costs, the Navy 
prefers tc mcdify existing facilities rather than design new 
emne facilities. At NAS North Island, California, for 
instance, an existing detention facility was modified for 
use as a two dog kennel at a cost of $525. A four dog 
facility at NAS Alameda was built at a cost of $26,000. 

This cost includes outdoor kennel runs but no office or 
support spaces. The newly constructed facility at Bangor, 
Washingtcn, which was previously mantioned, was built by 
Navy Seabees at a cost of $48,600. (MACS Sturdevant, 
Security Chief at Bangor, indicated that Navy Seabees had 
estimated that this same facility would cost $150,000 had i+ 
been built by a private contractor). 

As can be seen, kennel construction costs can vary 
considerably depending on whether existing facilities are 
modified or new facilities are constructed. Costs will 
appear to be lower if the facility is built under a self- 
help pregram largely because the cost of military labor is 
not included in the cost computations. Wher2 new kennel 
construction is required, these investment costs must be 


Gensidered ¿in the cost analysis. 


H. TOTAL DDD PROGRAM NON-PERSONNEL COSTS 


The total ccst of the five non-personnel cost elements 
discussed in Sections A through E of this chapter are 
summarized in Table XII. These costs, although relatively 
small when compared tc the costs of manpower for this 
program, shculd be considered part of the annual recurring 
cost to crerate the Navy's DDD program. The total DDD 
program non-personnel costs of $321,093 represent an average 
cost cf $2033 for each of the 158 authorized DDD handler 
billets. The average non-personnel costs are used in 
Chapter VII in dsvelcping government and contractor cost 


comparisons. 
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TABLE XII 
DDD Prcgram Non-Personnel Costs 


| 

| Item Cost 
DDD Procurement and Training Costs $172,458 
Dog Purchase Costs 13, 39 
Dog Focd Costs 83,532 

| Veterinary Services Costs 18,960 

| Kennel Utilities and Maintenance Costs 32,709 

| Total Non-Personnel Costs 553212995 


| 
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VII. COST COMPARISONS 


This chapter summarizes military billet costs and civi- 
Ian positicn costs fcr the authorized DDD handler 
positions. The annual cost savings resulting frcm conver- 
Sac gnl itary ballets to civilian vositions is 
identified. Next, premium pays are considered in the ccst 
analysis and military costs are compared tc civilian posi- 
tion costs at various overtime levels. The effect of 
changes in *he military billet paygrade levei on military 
killet ccsts is discussed. Military handler costs fer lower 
grade perscnnel are ccmpared to civil service handler ccsts. 
Proposed contractor cost estimates are summarized. Finally, 
contractor ccsts are compared to civil service costs by 
develcping a break-even cost for conversion to contractor 
services. 

In other studies of this type (Gilluly, 1978), a key 
variable, the militarv-civilian substitution (CIV-SUB) 
ratic, is developed. The CIV-SUB ratio reflects an assump- 
*tion concerning the number of civilians required to replace 
a military member in a given billet. This ratio, expected 
to be less than cne, indicates that, in general, a given job 
can be performed with fewer civilians than military members 
IDEM NICIS). FOr instance, in civilianizing Training 
Deviceman (TD) billets, it was found that, in one case, 
thirty-six TD's were replaced by twenty civilian techni- 
Sans) e eLVv=SUB cratic of .56 (CNO, 1982(1)). 

ee Basic argument proposed for the CIV-SUB ratio Lis not 
that military personnel are less competent than civilians, 
Dane tiene institutional characteristics of ¡military 
service impcse added duties on military members. Military 


rotaticn policies, for instance, result ina less stabie 


95 





manpower force than cculd be achieved with civiliars. 
eanes, Collateral duties, and other military functions 
impcsed on military members reduce the member's productivity 
in his primary duty. 

Fer the purpese cf this study, however, *he author 
Esmeonds that use of the CIV-SUB ratio is not appropria*a. 
While it is true that military members may be required to 
perform other duties aside from the DDD handler function, 
there are not necessarily any efficiencies in manpower to be 
gained from civilianizing a position. The dog is an sssen- 
tiai element in the DDD team and is the limiting factor in 
the team's cperation. Even a well-trained and cooperative 
Bocgswillznet work a full eight hour day searching fcr drugs. 
Despite this fact, the handler job can be a full- time cne 
Since the hardlez is required to attend to related adminis- 
trative duties, kennel upkeep tasks, dog grooming, and cther 
tasks integral to the job but not directly related tc drug 
detecticn. Depending on the individual DDD handler and the 
command's ability to fully utilize the DDD team, the total 
demands uron the DDD handler's time available for non-DUCD 
handler duties can vary. Therefore, cost comparisons in 
this chapter are based on a one-tc-one substitution of civi- 


lians for military manpower. 


A. CCMPARISON OF MILITARY AND CIVILIAN COSTS 


The anmual billet and training costs for military and 
for civil service handlers are presented in Chapters III and 
Y respectively. Table XIII summarizes the total cost cf 
Somerset: mix cf Military handlers and the start-up ccsts 
for converting to GS-5 and GS-7 handler positions. As 
discussed in Chapter IV, an additional cost element, the 
Weta al eeliet Cost, is added in the CBCM to reflect the 
extra start-up costs involved in establishing a new civil 


service position. 
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TABLE XIII 


BEEN c AN 
| Military Costs and Civil Service Start-up Costs 
| 


| 
| Manpcwer Type Billet Cost St) Total Cost 
osts 


Military Handlers $572 337872 21627786 F5, 416,653 


All GS-5 Handlers 3,640,162 148,596 3,783,753 
All GS-7 Handlers 4,627,188 169,824 4,797,012 
A es scan o o o, a oc o E 


The first year ccst savings that could result by 
converting irom the current mix of military handlers to GS-5 


or GS-7 handlers are presented in Table XIV. 


| 
| 


TABLE XIV 
First Year Cost Savings Using Civil Service Employees 


Meca Cost CS5 COSE GS-7 Cost Cost Savings 
a 53,188, 158 = SE ODIO) 
$5,416, 658 = 20, 737,902 $619,646 


EE ee! 
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| 
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The actual ccst savings would fall somewhere between <he 
two extremes since it is expected that there would be 2 mix 
ef GS-5 and GS-7 handlers in the all civil service handler 
force. It should also be noted that, as discussed in 
Chapter IV, the cost cf civilian training is overstated due 
to lack of data on civilian turnover rates. For this 
reascn, it is expected that further cost savings, over and 
above those stated in Table XIV, could bs achieved. 

After the initial establishment: of the civil service 
handler positions, ccst savings resulting from «he conver- 
sion would improve further. Table XV compares the annual 
B ucrI2ygScests cf military and civilian handler billets. 


| 

| TABLE XV 

| Military and Civil Service Handler Annual Costs 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Tui A one i em EBEN „nen ‚a SE ee u uui 


Manpower Tyre Billet Coses ) Tz1ining O SOMOS + 
Costs 

Military Handlers $5,253,872 $162,786 $5,416,658 

ite Gc=5 Handlers 3,575,224 148,596 du Ep) 

All GS-7 Handlers 7587-082 169,824 4,716,906 





mh te A Eni 
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The annual ccst savings that could result fron ccnver- 
sion frcm military tc civil service handlers are presented 
ii Table XVI. 

Due tc the deleticn of the Initial Billet Cost Elément, 
the annual cost savings in Tabl2 XVI are from approximately 
$65,000 tc $80,000 great 


e mo Eye ea nan ene Start-up cost 
savings presented in Table XIV. The results of this 
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TT 
TABLE XVI | 

| Annual Cost Savings Using Civil Service Emplcyees | 
| Ix. | 
BUNTi:xtarzy Cost GS-5 Cost GS-7 Cost Cost Savings | 
| $5,416,658 $3, 7237820 — >1,032,338 | 
| 

$5,416,658 - $4,715,906 5699, 152 | 
— J| 


analysis demcnstrate that cost savings could be achieved ty 
replacing the present mix of military handlers with all GS-5 
or GS-7 fandier billets. 


B.  MILITARY-CIVILIAN COST COMPARISONS INCLUDING PREMIUM FAY 
CCSTS 


The issus of premium pay for civilian handlers must be 
considered when comparing military and civilian handler 
costs. When military handlers are required +o perform 
searches cutside of rermal working hours, they are not none- 
marily cempensated for this additional work. In some cases, 
compensatcry time off may be given. It should be recog- 
nized, however, that requiring military personnel +o work 
eyertjge does inely a "cost" to the military. As an 
exampl2, several types of special pays and allowances, most 
notably the SRB, are paid to retain personnel in ratings 
where lcng hcurs or harsh werking conditions are experi- 
enced. 

For civilian perscnnel, hcwever, overtime work usually 
results in payment of premium pay. According to the 
Civilian Personnel Manual (CPM), overtime work refers tc 
each hour of work in excess of eight hours a day or in 
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excess Of fcrty hours in an administrative workweek (DoT, 
850 CT) ). 
The CFM describes the computation of overtime pay in 


Book 550. Pay and Administration, Section S1-3, as follcws: 


For an enrloyes whose basic pay is at a rate which does 
not exceed the minimum rate of basic pay for a GS-10, 
the overtime hcurly rate of pay is an amount equal to 
puecandsone-half times the hourly rate of basic pey of 
the emplcyee, and all that amount is premium pay. 


In deriving premium pay for a GS-5 step five, for 
example, the annual vay of $15,153 would be divided by the 
standard 2080 hours fer manyear to arrive at an hourly wage 
of $7.29. The premium pay rate, then, would be $10.94 cer 
hour. Likewise, based on an annual salary of $18,767 fer a 
GS-7 step five, the hcurly premium pay rate is $13.54. Tt 
should be noted that if an employee is required to werk 
Overtime cr return te his place of 2mploymenz for overtime 
work, this work must te deemed at least «wo hours in dura- 
tion fcr the purrose cf premium pay, either in money or 
compensatory time off. 

Cther administrative devices, such as rescheduling of 
duty hours, can ke used in those cases where unusual working 
hours may be required. For example, an employee could t= 
scheduled tc work a night shift between the hours of 6 P.M. 
and 6 A.M. In this case, the employee is entitled tc a 
Mante Shit differential of ten percent of his basic pay. 
Compensatory time off may be an alternative *o premium cay 
in some casss. Still another alternative may be to provide 
premium pay cn a fixed annual basis depending on the ancunt 
cr overtime work expected. In this case, the premium pay 
would be calculated as a fixed percentage of base pay, frcm 
ten percent to twenty-five percent, depending on the number 
of overtime hours expected. The final decision on which 


method cf payment is to b2 used in compensating civilian 
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emplcyees fcr overtime work rests with the commanding 
Officer, assisted by the local personnel officer (DoD, 
1980 (1)). 

The expected value of premium pay should be added to the 
cos- cf the civil service employees to arrive at a true 
EempPariccn cf civil service versus military costs for 
performing the DDD handler duties. In making this ccst 
correcticn, however, it should be remember2d that the CBC 
includes an expected value cf premium pay in its cost 
Elements. Fer a GS-5, for instance, $1829 is included for 
premium pay which equates to approximately 167 annual hcurs 
(3.2 hcurs each week) of overtime for a GS-5 step five. 
Similarly, for a GS-7, $2305 in premium pay equates to 170 
annual, or 3.27 weekly, hours of overtime on the average. 

Table XVII ccmpares billet costs, with premium pays 
added, for military handler's (MAC's and MA1i's) with the 
cost cf civilian GS-5 and GS-7 handlers. In this table the 
same annual EBCM cost is used for military personnel regard- 
less of the number of hours of overtime worked. For civil 
service perscanel, the annual CBCM cost is used at the three 
hours per week overtime level only since this level ct cver- 
time has been accounted for in the model. For every 
additional hour cf overtime required per week, the value cf 
the ccrrespcndirg annual premium pay is calculated and 
eaeeaqeca =n= CBGM cost. For instance, a GS-5 required to 
work an average of five hours per week overtime, would earn 
an additicnal two hours of premium pay per week beyond that 
provided for in the CECM. The two hours per week is then 
multiplied by fifty-two tc arrive at 104 additional premium 
hours per year. At a premium wage rat2 of $10.94 per heur, 
the GS-5 would earn an additional $1138 in premium pay rer 
year. This $1138 is then added to the GS-5's CBCM cost of 
$22,628 which results in an annual economic cost of $23,776 
for this handler. It can be seen from Table XVII that a 
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| TABLE XVII | 
Annual Military and Civilian Cost at Various Overtine | 
Levels | 

| NES Ene MAC Cost MAY Cost GS-5 GS-7 | 
| 3 $37; 724 $33,036 $22,020 W 222,77 13 | 
| > ara 273,336 23,766 90,107 | 
| 7 37, 724 33,036 24,903 31,595 | 
| 9 37,724 33,936 26, 041 335003 91 
| 10 37, 724 33,036 26,610 33,108 
| 12 37,724 33,036 29,454 35,118 | 
P II SE IR > e 2 o ES 


GS-5 handler, working on an average of twelve overtime hours 
every week, is still less costly to employ than an MAI cr 
MAC. The break-even point for substituting a GS-7 for an 
MAI wculd be at apprcximately nine hours of overtime per 
week. On the other hand, the GS-7 handler, working an 
average cf twelve hours overtime a week, is still less 


costly zhan the MAC. 


C. MILITARY COST SAVINGS USING LOWER GRADE PERSONNEL 


Changes in the current paygrade mix of authorized 
E c-aPcts, particularly in tne MA zatring, could result 
in cost savings. Table XVIII summarizes EBCM costs for MA's 
and CECM costs for GS-4 through GS-7 civil service 
Eoeccnnetes Although MA2 billets are not currently author- 
ized, the EBCM cost fcr an MA2 is available since personnel 
may be converted to the rating at the E-5 paygrade. 
However, since there are no data available on the ccst cf 


MA3 billets, it is necessary to estimate These billet ccsts. 
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The EECM Standard Manysar Ccsts for MA's are approximately 
comparables tc thcse cf BM's across all paygrades, therefore, 
the cost of a BM3 is used as an estimate of the MA3 billet 


cost. 
a . -. °° Sa NM. e 
| TABLE XVIII | 
| Military and Civilian Billet Costs Summarized | 
| | 
| Military Grade FECM Cost Civilian Grade CBCM Cost | 
| MAC $37,724 GS-7 5290 179 | 
| MA1 33,036 GS-6 265,551 | 
MA2 21,291 GS-5 22,628 | 
| *MA3 22, 484 GS-4 19,726 | 
| *estimated from EM3 billet cost | 
B àA lc 29 


Acorabts XVIII shows, the MA3 EBOM cost would be &prrox- 
imately «equivalent tc that of a GS-5. As indicated in Table 
XVII, however, if the GS-5 is required to work an average of 
greater than three hcurs a week overtime, the billet could 
be filled mcre ccst effectively by an MA3. An MA2, however, 
is more expensive than a GS-5. On the other hand, the GS-5 
would have tc work an average of ten hours of overtime fer 


week in crder for the MA2 billet to be more cost effective. 


D. CCNTEACTCR COST CCMPARISONS 


Examples of contractors' proposals for providing DDD 
handler teams to the Navy were presented in Chapter V. 
These costs are summarized in Table XIX. 
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TABLE XIX 
Proposed Annual Contractor Costs 


Company First Year Cost Reeurrıing cese 
LGS Certified $70,160 $69,656 
Mandelyn Kennels 37,500 37,590 
Rudy Lrexier 25,300 205900 


Lo m me Ds d PLA SB XA 


E 5 05 0 0 0 07 


As can te seen in Table XIX, there is a wide variance in 
pebesed o conicrector costs. Tha cost proposed by LGS is nct 
comparable, however, tc chose of the other companies since 
their nobile team concept would result in fewer handiers 
required cverall. Premium pays are not included in these 
cost estimates. 

As discussed in Chapter V, it is not reasonable to 
compare these contractor costs directly to military or civil 
service ccsts. They merely serve as examples of proposed 
contractor costs. However, under competitive situations, 
the contractor cost cculd be expected to be closer to the 
least cost proposal. 

In Section B of this chapter, it was demonstrated th 
Mepis Mere cost effective tco employ civilian handlers *h 
to continue using th= present mix of mili-ary handlers. For 


this reascn, contractor costs will be compared oniy to civil 
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service ccsts. This appreach parallels that of OMB A-76 
cost comparison analysis. 

The average cost cf maintaining a civil service handler 
Billet, including civilian tillet start-up costs, non- 
persennel ccsts, and handler training costs, were calculated 
Dope GS-5 and GS-7 positions in Chapter IV. The average 
cf Navy-wide non-perscnnel (NP) costs ($321,093 / 158 = 
$2033) are included since they represent an additional 
expense tc the Navy in operating the program. Table XX 
presents the total civilian billet cost that will be used in 
comparing civil service and contractor costs. 


ON 
| 
| TABLE XX | 
| Total Civilian Billet Cost | 
| | 
| Grade CBCM Ava of Training Or Ga Vall an | 
Cost NP Čosts Costs Billet Cost | 
| GS-7 $29,286 $2033 $2562 $33,881 | 
| GS-5 23,039 $2033 2928 28,000 
re Ss SO 


Meses tEctal civilian biliet cost, a mininum compa- 
rable ccntiractor cost is calculated which serves as the cost 
at which conversion to contractor services would be aprpro- 
rriate ACCORDING TO CMB A-76 guidelines. The contractor 
cost thus ottained takes into consideration the government 
contract administraticn cost factor of four percent and the 
ten percent differential required to convert from in-hcuse 
to contract perfcrmance (OMB, 1979 (2)). Table XXI presents 
eiemaceemearie cost levels for conversion to contractor 


performarce. 
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TABLE XXI 
Acceptable Cost Level for Conversion to Contractor 


moral Civilian Comparable 
Eillet Cost Goncc2ctoreoRd 
GS-7 $33,8€1 29.525 
GS-5 28,000 24,971 


Q2 
rt 
f£» 
Qs 
(D 


In interpreting Table XXI, it can be concluded that the 
Bewernnene should accept a contractor's bid of $29,525, or 
below, fcr providing DDD handler services, rather than hire 
a GS-7 civilian to perform this function. Even after multi- 
Pas ene comparable contractor bid in Table XXI br four 
Recent, the resulting cost of $30,706 still provides 
greater than the required ten percent cost savings as 
compared tc the GS-7 killet cost. Likewise, it is more cost 
eee ET or the government to accept a contractor's bid of 
pog han to hire, train, and provide support for a GS-5 
Mama ler position. 

The actual acceptable centractor bid, of course, should 
be determined by a detailed cost analysis study conducted ax 
a given lccation. Ccst elaments included in the study will 
vary according to local circumstances, but the key variables 
ars the GS paygrade level required to accomplish the jor, 
private sector wage levels in the geographical area, and 
level of private source competition. The author's approach 
however, dces prcvide a reasonable estimate of in-house 
program costs and therefore minimum acceptable contractcr 


bids required to make the conversion cost effective. 
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VIII. CONCIUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The purpose of this thesis was to determine +he most 
cost effective manpower alternative for accomplishina the 
duties required of a [rug Detector Dog Handler in the Navy. 
The duties cf DDD handlers were evaluated to determine 
whether these billets were military essential or govern- 
mental functions. Private sector sources of DDD handlers 
were examined. Military and civilian billet economic costs 
were developed using the EBCM and CBCM. Estimates of other 
non-personnel costs expended by the Navy in the DDD program 
were alsc develored. Contractor cost proposals from three 
private sources were presented. Finally, a comparative cost 
analysis cf the ranpcwer alternatives was conducted. The 
remainder of this chapter presents the conclusions and 
recommendaticns resulting from the analysis contained in 
this thesis. 


A. |CCNCIUSIONS 


nere is no justification for military personnel to 
perform the DDD handler duties based solely on the Tequire- 
ment cf military essentiality. 


2. The DDD handler billets are not inherently gcvern- 
Mental in nature and should not be classified as 


governmental functions. 


3. There ar2 numerous private sector firms which cculd 


provide DDD handler services to the Navy. 


4. A Significant cost savings can be achieved by 
converting from the current mix of military handlers toa 


mix cf GS-5 and GS-7 civil service handlers. Even when 
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premium ray costs are included, a civilian position is more 
cost effective than an equivalent nilitary billet in nearly 


all cases. 


5. Cost savings could ke achieved by reductions in the 
ellitary billet paygrade levels, particularly for the MA 
billets. Howsaver, expansion cf the MA rating is no+ justi- 
fied for this reason alone, since the billets are not 
military essential and since equivalent grade civil service 


positicns ate consistently less expensive than MA billets. 


6. Results of the civil service-contracuor cost compar- 
ison in this thesis indicate that, under competitive 
conditicns, private sector sources may be abie to provide 
DDD handler services to the Navy at lass cost than the 
in-hcuse services. The least cost alternative in a given 
case will primarily depend on private sector wage levels in 
the gecgraphical area as well as the level of competition 


among local private sector contractors. 


B. RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. It is recommended that the Navy phase out each 
nw tary DDD handler shore duty billet as the billet incun- 


bent is transferred. 


2. Tre requirements for DDD handler billets at sea are 
presently being examined in view of evidence that suggests 
anat DDD may net function effectively when living in a 
shipboard environment. Should it be determined that these 


DDD handler billets are necessary, th2 billets should 


on 
ıD 


military primarily because this alternative would be + 


most cost effective. 
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3. It is recommended that the Navy institute a competi- 
tive bidding process at each location having DDD handler 
assets to determine whether the in-house or contractor 
methcd of supplying DDD handler services is the most cost- 
effective. The least cost manpower alternative, whether 
in-hcuse cr private scource, should be empioyed in -h2 DDD 
handler tillet. 


4, It is recommended that information on economic cost 
modzls, such as the EECM and CBCM, be made available to Navy 
managers to assist tłem in making resource allocation desci- 
sions. To this and, it is also recommendeä that simplified 
user manuals be written for the EBCM and CBCM models which 
contain cost data and guidance on how this data can be 


utilized in making resource allocation decisions. 
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APPENDIX A 


ACTIVITIES WITH AUTHORIZED MILITARY DDD HANDLER BILLETS 


NOS OT 
Detıivıcy DDD Teans 
Commander Fleet Activities, Yokuska, Japan 5 
Commander Fleet Activities, Okinawa, Japan 2 
Commander, Naval Forces Korea T 
Commander SUBGROUP SIX, Charleston, SC 1 
Commander Training Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 1 
Ponmander, U.S. Facility, Subic Bay, RP a 
Fleet Training Center, San Diego, CA 1 
DODBorzrbackland AFB, San Antonio, TX d 
Naval Activities, United Kingdom 1 


Naval Administrative Command, Great Lakes, IL 3 


Naval Administrative Command, Orlando, FL 1 
Naval Administrative Command, San Diego, CA 2 
Naval Administrative Support, Bahrain 2 
Naval Air Facility, Misawa, Japan D 
HEAT Station, Barbers Point, Hi m 
Naval Air Station, Bermuda m 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, ME 1 
Naval Air Station, Chase Field, TX T 
ea e tation, Corpus Christi, TX 2 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL 5 
Naval Air Station, Key West, FL 1 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, TX 1 


"Lu 





Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, CA 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, FL 
Naval Air Station, Sigonella, Italy 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey 


Naval Air Technical Training Center, 
Memphis, TN 


lr Technrcoal Training Center, 
Lakehurst, NJ 


Naval Base, Guam 
Naval Communication Station, NeaMakri, Greece 


Naval Educational and Training Center, 
Newport, RI 


Naval Facility, Antigua 

Naval Facility, Argentia, Newfoundland 
Naval Facility, Brawdy, Wales 

Zoch Naval Construction Battallion 
Naval Security Group, Edzell, Scotland 
Naval Station, Adak, AL 

Naval Station, Charleston, SC 

Naval Station, Guam, Marianas 

Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 
Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland 

Naval Station, Mare Island, CA 

Havam ation, Norfolk, VA 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, HI 


Naval Station, Philadelphia, PA 
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ON BO SX 


> 


T DT IUE C 


1510 


ON 





Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, PR 


Naval Station, Rota, SP 


Naval Station, Subic Bay, RP 


Naval Station, San Diego, CA 


Mayall Station, Seattle, WA 


Naval Station, Treasure Island, CA 


Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, "A 


Naval Submarine 3ase, New London, CT 


Naval Support Activity, La Madelena, Italy 


Ma upport Activity, Naples, IT 


Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcia 


One 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
SS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 
USS 


USS 


Mobile DR 

America (CV 66) 

Frank Cable (AS 40) 
Canopus (AS 34) 

Dwight D. Eisenhower (CV 69) 
Forrestal (CV 59) 
Ulton (AS 11) 

Hunley (AS 31) 

Holland (AS 32) 
Independence (CV 62) 
John F. Kennedy (CV 57) 
Emory Land (AS 39) 

Mam tz (CVN 68) 

Orion (AS 18) 


Saratoga (CV 60) 


vE? 


eA ie ENS 


FE uu 





USS Simon Lake (AS 33) 
USS L. Y. Spear (AS 36) 
USS Carl Vinson (CVN 70) 


L 





CODE 


tor. 6610 "UN 


= 2 WH +4 Q Zi es 


ul 


APPENDIX 3 


METER ESSENTIALITY CODES 


DEFINITION 

Combat Readiness or Direct Combat Support 
Training 

Mii tare radit ion and Custom 


Navy Representative in External Agencies/ 
Services 


Military Background 

Civilian Authorization/Skill Unavailable 
Military Required for Security 

Militar ryikeguircd ror Discipline 
Military Required by Law 


support Billet included in Contingency 
or Wasser lan 


Rotation/Career Progression 


Not Military Essential (Billet may be 
A ec a orci am» 


Unusual Working Hours 


Military Billet not Justified by Any Other 
Criteria 
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APPENDIX C 


ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 
AVIATION MACHINIST'S MATE 


COST ELEMENTS 
Basie Pay 
SRD: 
[nonc ene 

Hazard 

Sea 

Veran: 
Allowances 

separation 


DD ON AWN FW N 


Retirement 


pa 
O 


Accession 


fe 
I 


E-4 
Bon: 
428 
i 
102 
128 
519 
3367 
185, 
407 
1359 


Initial Training 642 


12. Advanced Training 587 


M Indusstrributed 


Costs 
NAVY BILLET COST 
Unproductive Time 
Cost 
NAVY MANYEAR COST 
Extra Hours Value 


STANDARD MANYEAR 
COSE 


Prod Manhour Rate 
Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 
Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours Over 2080 


1541 





20128 
4035 
24183 
7396 
iL VOW, 





ANALYSIS OF 


8.06 
2497 
501 
2998 
918 














GRADE 
E-5 E-6 
121887152802 
694 257 
34 115 
166 339 
109 258 
uc 992 
4372 5345 
541 279 
723 NOTI 
964 278 
DES 358 
1188 1024 
1931 2322 
24259 28060 
4863 5625 
29122 33685 
8028 9543 
21094 24141 
WORK HOURS 

Oe eed ed 
2392 2418 
480 485 
METE 
792 822 


adeo 


p 
18462 


145 
119 
AS 
lee 
poo 
488 
1 Bes 
205 
190 
802 
2384 





31661 
6347 
38008 


9728 
28018 





al 
2350 
471 
EDU 
742 


E-8 
21869 


108 
325 
380 
1314 
6079 
796 
1357 
196 
78 
581 
2396 





35486 

AS 
12599 
ties 





30861 


14.84 
2392 
DS, 
DOE 
791 





APPENDIX D 


ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 
BOATSWAIN'S MATE 


GRADE 
POSE MEN TS E-4 E-5 E-6 E-7 E-8 E-9 
jas Pay 10347 12441 15272 18587 22153 26279 
DR, 8 76 392 172 e 0 
O Proficiency Ly 54 94 169 200 289 
hy Hazard 35 92 119 2I 225 Do 
5. Sea 952 978 1264 1193 1033 1126 
DORIA. 386 597 D MEE EON la On 
7. Allowances 2803 4231 5012 5616 6024 6383 
8. Separation 5 448 249 199 745 1317 
9, Retirement 453 739 1044 1237 1346 1382 
10. Accession 1224 882 290 2O 200 122 
Lal 28 33 24 12 5 1 
Training 
12. Advanced HA 395 553 433 381 375 
training 
13. Undistrib- 1545 2006 2259 2362 2378 2396 
uted Costs 
DAVY BILLET 18729 23071 27457 31760 35926 41640 
TOST 
Unproductive 3754 4625 5504 6367 7202 8347 
Time Cost 
NAVY MANYEAR 22484 27696 32961 38127 43128 49988 
COs. 
Extra Hours 8897 9473 10691 10969 11386 12866 
Value 
STANDARD MAN- 13586 18223 22270 27158 31742 37122 
YEARFC OST 
ANALI lsmOr WORKSHOUKS 
Prod Manhour Rate 6.53 m cU dg 21206 15,26 17.85 
Productive Hours 2867 2633 2564 2432 2354 2333 
Unproductive Hrs 575 528 514 488 172 168 
Navy Manyear Hrs 3442 31 61 3079 2020 2826 2801 
Hours Over 2080 1362 1021 999 840 746 il 
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APPENDIX E 


ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 








COST ELEMENTS E-4 
ieee Basie Pay 10161 
E O RIBA O 
EU Proficiency 1 
4, Hazard 20 
Besen 626 
on V.H.A. 373 
7. Allowances 2775 
2n Separation 845 
9. Retirement 997 

10. Accession t373 

P naval 245 

Training 

12. Advanced 412 

pomme 

13. Undistrib- 1487 

uted Costs 

NAS BILLET OST 19155 

Unproductive 3840 
Time Cost 

NAVY MANYEAR 22994 
COST 

Extra Hours 8962 
Value 

STANDARD MAN- 14032 
NEAR COST 





ANALYSIS OF 


Prod. Manhour 6.75 
Rate 

Productive Hours 2839 

Unproductive Hrs 569 


Navy Billet Hrs 3409 
Hours Over 2080 1329 











ENGINEMAN 
GRADE 

E-5 E-6 E-7 
11979 15186 18515 
0 0 0 

36 94 179 
72 105 263 
522 905 1005 
634 930 1148 
4117 5095 5747 
644 286 401 
591 1015 128218 
1943 473 PN 
2 57 2E 243 
825 o 876 
1915 2503 za al 
23595 27696 92192 
4718 Do 64 53 
28253 33247 38646 
944 5 9589 NOISE 
18808 23659 27784 

WORK HOURS 

9.04 037 13.36 
2603 2435 2410 
522 488 483 
DE 232 280909 
1045 843 813 


Ty 


E-8 
2002 
O 
D 
ly 34 
1.055 
1264 


5970 
801 


MD 
214 


191 
840 
2374 
36535 


7324 
43859 





E-9 
26386 


Po 
745 
788 
1426 
6427 
LOSS 
1392 
176 
77 


Sie 








ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 


COST ELEMENTS 

in Basic Pay 
Se 
Proficiency 
Hazard 
sea 
Vis EIA 
Allowances 
Separation 


Retirement 


OMOTO AI O Li EU 


— 


Accession 


fa 
pe 


Inicial 
Training 


P 
ID 


Advanced 
Training 


mer Undistributed 
Costs 


NAVY BILLET COST 
Unproductive Time 


vost 
NAVY MANYEAR COST 


Extra Hours Value 


STANDARD MANYEAR 
COST 


Prod Manhour Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 


Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours Over 2080 


APPENDIX F 


EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 


E-4 
10308 
1866 
5 

by 
h 
D52 
3140 
560 
381 
1210 
iL ote 


326 


1466 





21200 
4250 
25449 
9296 
16153 





Cee? 


27 30 
pu 


3277 
t197 


DS 
12424 
1681 
61 
17 
5 
636 
4543 
DR 
714 
800 
17 


Do 


1983 





25631 
5 Si 
30769 
9781 
20988 





10709 


2540 
509 


3049 
969 


iene 


GRADE 


E-6 
16067 
453 
45 
19 
10 
858 
5463 
303 
E 
246 
201 


E 


2360 





28474 
5708 
341 82 
ED 
25825 





ANALYSIS OF WORK HOURS 


12.42 


229 3 
460 


2753 
673 


ET 
19233 
257 
E 











lO 


2595 
462 


2767 
687 


E-8 
22720 
89 
145 
124 


1029 


6259 
627 


1339 
202 


237 
610 


2428 





35803 
ET 
112980 
8319 
34661 





LES 


2149 
431 


2579 
199 





ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 


APPENDIX G 


FIRE CONTROL TECHNICIAN 


COST ELEMENTS 

Il Basie Pay 
XS. 
Emotrciency 
Hazard 
Sea 
VERTA, 
Allowances 


separation 


O O ONT NUN HE ERN 


Retirement 
Accession 


e e 
BrO 


Tial Training 
12. Advanced Training 
ND Undistributed Costs 


NAVY BILLET COST 
Unproductive Time Cost 
NAVY MANYEAR COST 
Extra Hours Value 


STANDARD MANYEAR COST 


E-4 
9712 
O 
O 
198 
468 
296 
ol 
508 
pos 
907 
5136 
3225 
16095 


24901 





4992 
29892 





172095 
I 














ANALYSIS OF WORK HOURS 


Prod Manhour Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 


Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours Over 2080 


EDS 


2910 
583 





SPA 
1414 


L19 

















GRADE 

E-5 E-6 
11453 14334 
O 0 
5 34 

624 860 
INES 980 
453 852 
3003 4661 
SLO, 336 
477 935 
1180 521 
4735 2310 
1868 2196 
1566 2050 
27149 31180 
5442 5250 
Bra 37430 
13247 9722 
19344 27708 
9,30 12322 
2919 2341 
295 469 
3504 2810 
1424 730 


E-7 
17892 


26 
740 
1281 
1200 
5474 
423 
1184 
220 
1822 
1656 
2286 





341 43 
6844 





40987 
1150 





PO 


AS 


241 3 
Let 





2895 
816 





are 2100 BILEET GOST MODEL 


APPENDIX H 


GUNNER'S MATE - GUNS 


COST ELEMENTS 


l. 


e e 
pa 


152, 
NS. 


Oro OO ST ON in — «9 ^D 


Basic Pay 

Se 

Proz icjencey 
Hazard 

Sea 

VEA. 

Allowances 
Separation 
Retirement 
Accession 

imum Training 
Advanced Training 
Undistributed Costs 


DY BIBBEBET COST 


Unproductive Time Cost 


NAVY MANYEAR COST 


Bra Hours Value 


STANDARD MANYEAR COST 


ANALYSIS 


Prod Manhour Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unprodüetive Hrs 


Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours Over 2080 


E-4 
10219 
0275 
3 
38 
894 
309 
2498 
Zi 
394 
1274 
591 
D 
1413 





20396 
4089 
24485 





002 
14462 





OF WORK 


6.95 
2) 
588 


poo 
1441 
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GRADE 
E-5 E-6 
12220 15240 
2047 1541 
50 89 
162 94 
1056 [17:0 
600 861 
3748 19 38 
999 ZO 2 
6 30 1002 
995 307 
916 1068 
1163 1238 
1216 Dod 
25965 30051 
5205 602h 
31170 36076 
11259 10393 
19910 25683 
HOURS 

9.57 12.35 
27162 24 34 
5l 488 
3256 2922 
i76 842 


n 
18873 
383 
127 
104 
1307 
1126 
558 
473 
1211 
213 
714 
994 
2345 


33427 
5701 








40128 
Ae 5) 





2950 


OO 


2739 
489 





2928 
848 





APPENDIX I 


ENLISTEN BILLET COST MODEL 
MACHINIST'S MATE 


COST ELEMENTS E-4 
eT Basic Pay 9817 
AO RD. O 
By Proficiency 6 
EU Hazard jS 
p Sea 611 
DE V.H.À. 293 
7.  Allowances 2428 
8. Separation 652 
9. Retirement 308 
10. Accession 1486 
mer: Initial 276 
Training 

12. Advanced 924 
Training 

iene Undistrib- 1364 


uted Costs 
BEZ BITTER COST 19296 





Unproductive 3868 
Time Cost 
NAVY MANYEAR 23164 


COs. 
Extra Hours Value 9454 





STANDARD MAN- 
TEAR COST 


13710 


ANALYSIS OF WORK HOURS 


Prod Manhour Rate 6.59 


Productive Hours 2928 
UnmpEcductrve Hrs 587 





3514 
1434 


Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours Over 2080 


=) 
11661 
0 
D 
64 5 
1090 
Lod 
3464 
(> 
HAG 
1286 
1224 


888 


1700 





ns 
4787 





28664 


11016 





17648 


8.18 
2814 
564 


o 
1298 





2. 


























GRADE 

E-6 E-7 
14270 £765 
0 O 
422 534 
755, 1160 
1331 1847 
904 1128 
1774 DET 
397 348 
816 Io 
E 2 
oe 559 
14819 1093 
uL 2352 
28415 33498 
:5696 6715 
34111 10213 
11708 13501 
22403 Zo7 ee 
10277 M 
2638 2608 
Eo EZ 
por DM 
1097 1051 


Hs 
20227 
0 
439 
LS 
1419 
10297. 
51) $5 
693 
1398 
puo 
214 


814 


2a 2 





a 
7465 





41141707 


12876 





E 


DEN 
2434 
188 





2921 
841 


jo, 
25560 
0 
386 
1433 
1126 
1382 
6265 
1305 
1472 
190 
49 


(oe 


202 





42280 
847 5 





DO 2s 


13655 
37100 





17.84 


23209 
EIUS 


2846 
766 








APPENDIX J 


ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 


COST ELEMENTS 


1 ? 


e ep 
REO 


pe 
NO 


NC 


VO 0 Y WH FW N 


Basic Pay 
DUUM D. 
Eeowte Leonicy 
Hazard 
Sea 
VER A. 
Allowances 
Separation 
Retirement 
Accession 
al 
Training 
Advanced 
Training 


Umeastrıbuted . 


CoS tS 


NAVY BILLET COST 


Unproductive Time 


Cost 


NAVY MANYEAR COST 


Extra Hours Value 


STANDARD MANYEAR 


COST 


ANALYSIS OF WORK HOURS 


Prod Manhour Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 


Navy Billet Hours 
Hours Over 2080 


E-5 
12748 
0 
O 
0 
305 
752 
4558 
HE 
Io 
255 
0 


858 


1948 





227 34 
un 





Ze 


Sol 





aM VATE > 


homes 
2205 
LLG 
2668 
588 





122 


MASTER-AT-ARMS 


E-6 
15618 
O 
? 
O 
929 
933 
5286 
144 
1196 
ZU 
O 


EL 


2356 





2009 
ol 





33036 
8956 
24080 





ES 


2377 
er 


2854 
775 





GRADE 
gn 


18566 
0 

IT 

0 
1198 
1018 
5655 
368 
1289 
207 


74 


2362 





31424 
6299 





S2 
9911 
PIE 





IL 


2350 
471 





2821 
741 


E-8 
21649 


t7 


11732 
1142 
6283 
(ee 
13959 
d 


563 


2328 





TIEN 
7101 





42524 
9813 
32711 





15.73 


225,2 
452 





2704 
624 


E 


26568 


851 
1038 
6432 
834 
1368 
D 


239 


2390 





39893 
(oe 





47890 
zo! 
38139 





18.34 


2176 
436 





20102 
>32 





APPENDIX K 
ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 























JE S 


























QUARTERMAS TER 
GRADE 
Gost ELEMENTS E-4 E-5 E-6 E-7 
ie Basic Pay 10133 11947 14753 18567 
Pek. Bs ol 414 1141 500 
3. Proficiency 5 48 89 95 
!, Hazard 209 458 670 791 
EN So 1069 1232 1481 1773 
5 V.H A. 261 603 915 H212 
7. Allowances 2283 3618 4878 5410 
8. Separation 700 Sal 2I 341 
9. Retirement SE 580 9 39 ro 
10. Accession ABS 1062 E 21,8) 
ij nitro ll 679 631 471 237 
| SNS 
12. Advanced 172 352 476 401 
Training 
iho.) Undistrib- 1328 1748 Ze 227 2 
uted Costs 
NAVY BILLET BS 23314 28645 5/610! Dre. 
COST 
Unproductive 3724 1674 5742 5627 
Time Cost 
NAVY MANYEAR 22301 27988 34 387 39685 
COST 
Extra Hours Value 9215 10542 10874 13110 
STANDARD MAN- 13086 17446 2149 26575 
MBR COST 
MIATYSTS 20ER TORK HOURS 
Prod Manhour Rate 6.29 8.39 11.30 EE 
Ereauetive Hours 2953 2780 2534 2557 
Inproduetive Hrs P I 508 ALO 
Navy Manyear Hrs 3555 3357 3042 3106 
Hours Over 2080 1465 1257 962 1026 


E-8 
22250 
25 
62 
1142 
1090 
1419 
5963 
729 
1336 
203 
ae 


297 


2825 





36912 


1227 





44312 


10588 





E 


al 
20 
456 
2733 
653 





E 
zo 
118 
156 
1196 
1079 
1753 
6 504 
1405 
1391 
179 
39 


214 


2386 





12796 


8579 





51975 


8468 
42906 





20.63 


2 
^16 





2491 
411 





APPENDIX L 


ENE TEDT BILLET COST MODEL 








COST ELEMENTS E-4 
ie) Basic Pay 10436 
PSR. B. O 
Ta AA O 
4, Hazard 0 
SiS 924 
SEA, ESL 
7. Allowances 2911 
8. Separation 745 
9. Retirement 514 

10. Accession Sa 

NI Initial a 

Tazenıng 
ie. Advanced NI 
Training 

M XUndNEUvrIb- 1575 

uted Costs 
MAY BILLET 19250 
GOST 

Unproductive 3861 
Time Cost 

NAVY MANYEAR ZION 
GOST 

extra Hours 9029 
Value 

STANDARD MAN- 14092 
TEAR COST 


Prod Manhour 
Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 


Navy Manyear Hrs 
Hours over 2080 


Ds 
12616 
by 
34 
3 
976 
666 
462 
416 
870 
769 
321 


538 


2099 





237 02 


4765 





28537 


9190 





19348 


SHIP'S SERVICEMAN 




















ANALYSIS OF WORK HOURS 


6.77 


2843 
570 


pop 
1333 





9.20 


2556 
5L2 





3068 
988 


124 








GRADE 

E-6 E-7 
15492 18239 
17 20 

46 88 

0 1> 
1228 zo 
954 111.25 
DE 3092 
234 DAR 
1155 13182 
279 PET 
ai 15 
681 648 
2331 2400 
27965 31189 
5606 6252 
$155 78 37441 
10297 9979 
23293 27462 
IZ O IO 
2497 2362 
501 174 
2998 2836 
918 759 


E-8 
21989 


OS 


596 
oe 
6477 

647 
1345 

189 

46 


585 


2366 





So 


aoa 





42466 


10598 





31868 


OE 


2309 
463 





Zune 
692 


2-9 
PT 


76 
49 
234 
1097 
6785 
965 
1333 
164 


298 


2428 





40492 


So, 





48610 


6605 





42004 


20.19 


2005 
402 





2407 
327 





COST ELEMENTS 
Basic Pay 
END. 


Domtcrency 


po 


Hazard 
Sea 

Velen. 
Allowances 


Separation 


O O Y Qin 7 WW PL 


Retirement 


Accession 


Re op 
Rh O 


Huc T 
Mmmm 


p 
DO 


Advanced 
Training 


uted Costs 


NAVY BILLET COST 
Unproductive 
Time Cost 


NAVY MANYEAR 
SOL 


Extra Hours Value 


STANDARD MAN- 
DEAN COST 


Prod Manhour 
Rate 


Productive Hours 
Unproductive Hrs 


NAVY MANYEAR HRS 
kours Over 2090 


APPENDIX M 


TORPEDOMAN'S MATE 


E-4 
10091 
1079 
0 
303 
521 
LOO 
2868 
714 
e 
1227 
2485 


779 


1477 





2234h 
4479 





26823 


10073 





16810 


n 
11926 
799 
29 

lj 51 
E 
648 
4101 
605 
Dae 
1085 
299 


T515 


1892 





SON 
5364 





epi 


10479 





21642 


ANALYSIS OF 


8.08 


2765 
DE 


25119 
1239 





10.40 


2572 
516 





3087 
1007 


125 


GRADE 


E-6 
14933 
425 
85 
650 
620 
887 
5211 
290 
987 
326 
1863 


1097 


2264 





29638 
5941 





DIDI a7 


8983 





26597 


WORRKRIHOURS 


mo 


2,18 
465 


2092 
OE 





ENLISTED BILLET COST MODEL 


E 
18612 
180 
71 
NOD 
Don 
1123 
5682 
DS 
on 
211 
835 


624 











14.60 


2278 
d 
2005 
655 





E-8 
2.1 3965 
0 
244 
TOB 
690 
12935 
59539 
883 
1358 
194 
374 


494 


2374 





36931 
7403 





44334 


11.155 





Dou 


a 


2315 
464 





2779 
699 


n=) 
26748 
Q 
80 
CD 
747 
1480 
6377 
1049 
1388 
279 
24 


485 


2385 





42243 
8168 





SOLLE 


11254 





Go 


18.97 


2227 
L46 





2673 
py 





APPENDIX N 


UOSISOPR AUTHORIZED BILLETS FOR MILITARY 2DD HANDLERS 


COST BY 
PAYGRADE NO. /RATING BCM COST PAYGRADE/RATING 
E8 1 MA $42,524 342,524 
E7 1 ETG 40,987 40,987 

15 MA 37,724 DOSE 

ES 1 EO 34,182 34,182 
9 EN 33,247 299,223 

4 GM 36,076 144,304 

112 MA 33,036 DUO 

1 MM SIMA au N 

2 SH 923,379 67,140 

E5 is AD 20,022 29,122 
3 BM 27,006 83,085 

1 MM 28,664 28,664 

1 QM 27,988 20,983 

25 ZO 57,074 

1 TM Sal Se il 

EY 3 BM 22,484 67,452 
TOTAL 158 AG Be eV ar 


1255 





APPENDIX O 


DRUG CONTRABAND DETECTOR COURSE FY 82 
VARIABLE TRAINING COST 


Cost Per Cost Per 
Type of Cost Student Week Graduate 
lee Direct Cost 
aa istedi o taff Pay 39.51 2972255 
DCi rante vartí Pay ASS 11790 
c. Nonpersonnel Costs SIS CORS 
Sao Ge tal 45,76 229.680 
Pr Tndmwrect Cost 
u ee 500 29.00 
b. Enlisted Staff Pay 12.05 oe 
cL «ian Seart Pay 57 33.35 
d. Nonpersonnel Costs 4.84 24.20 
Subtotal 29.36 146.80 
3. Student Costs 
a. Pay and Allowances SEAS I 9235 
B PAD Travel 33098 169.40 
c. TAD Per Diem 96.53 482.65 
onis ot ais 458.28 2291.40 
Unadjusted Grand Total $533.40 $2667.00 
Adjusted Grand Total $533.40 $2806.65 
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APPENDIX P 
NAVY CIVIL SERVICE DDD HANDLERS 


Location Grade 

Naval “leapons Station, Yorktown, VA GS-5 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, PA GS-5 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, VA GS -7 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL GS-5 
GS -6 

Naval Air Station, Patuxent River, MD Go -7 
Naval Air Station, Point Mugu, CA GS-9 
Navy Submarine Base, Kings Bay, GA GS-7 
Mc UP Station, srunswick, ME GS-5 
Duration, Cecil Field, FL GS-7 
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA GS-6 
Naval Station, Norfolk, VA (2)GS-7 
Naval Air Station, Lemoore, CA GS-6 
Naval Administrative Command, Orlando FL GS-7 


Navy Communications Area Master Station, Guam GS-5 





096 
¿118 
Ce 
899 
845 
406 
ot 
Tit 
GSE 
THE 
THE 


LSOO 


LATTIG YVAA-NVW 


TVIDINI 


€8£ 4t; 
CC tr T 
16 89€ 
698€ t€ 
€ 961€ 
64482 
16692 
82922 
92L61 
S9€ ¿1 
294711 1 
LSOD 


aus 


51148 
2594 
4089 
HSE9 
806S 
OZÉS 
6061; 
E99€ 
S61É 
t 182 
C661 


STAT dL 
NMOA 


g€ 98€ 
TBLEE 
Et00€ 
9€ 082 
5092 
6S ti£Z 
hg Te 
59681 
TEST 
ESS 11 
6052 1 


LSOO 


DATTIE 
"IVNNNYV 


60 
16 
El 
1719 
Cf 
9E 
8z 
61 
8 

9 

2 


T 8211 
geht 
geht 
geht 
Bett 
Bett 
Bet 
gelu 
8217 1 
Bent 
geht 


LIAYOY 5500 
LSIGNA Wadd 


$6 TZ 
4162 
C282 
C942 
89tiZ 
SO€Z 
¿6 61 
6281 
045 1 


gO+T 


HIZI 


SAVd 


JOI'lOd ANV JHIA 
THGOW LSOO DATITE NVITIAIO 


coe 
9S6 
"PL 
8gT! 
S01 
ET 
tee 
06 

Eh 
Ets 


8 
ONY 


OT9 DOM 


O XIONAddY 


£6 
01,9 
259 
009 
£96 
tt 
9Ct 
29€ 
tee 
C92 
46 


DIAM TH 


901 
48 
84 
LZ 
12 
29 
96 
6H 
0% 
CE 


0 


II944 


4882€ 
19082 
2C 
99622 
44012 
T8681 
IAT 
BBIS TI 
¿17 TÉ 1 
1102 TT 
95 46 


ANd 
ISVvA 


c 


JG VH 


129 





APPENDIX R 


CIVILIAN DEA REGISTERED DOD TRAINERS 


Associate Security K-9 Division 
anre K. Worthington 

pm 1. Box 75 

Seabrook, Texas 77586 


B.J.R. Private Investigation and Security 
Service 

Bez 32 Orricee Center, Suite #3 
Gainesville, Texas 76204 


Brezonicks Dog Training Academy, Inc. 
Route 3, Box 119A 
Van Buren, Arkansas 72956 


Continental Canines, Inc. 
4581 Cambury Drive 
Fa Palma, California 90623 


Dog's Intelligence Explored 
103 Bowers Street 
Seagonville, Texas 75159 


Bes U.S. Training Center, Inc. 
2536 Prospect Avenue 
Houston, Texas 77004 


D’ Tec 
2229 Aycock Street 
wer, Louisiana 70032 


Diamond Working and Security Dogs 
7825 Laurie Lane 
Lumberton, Texas 77656 


Gordon's Sentry Dogs 
PEN. El Cielo Rd. 
Emeriss, California 92262 


Interstate Ranger K-9 School 
Mos, P.0, Box 25 
Hem Mississippi 32556 


Meo security Services, Inc. 


900 Seafood Lane 
Lafayette, Louisiana 70501 
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Charles R. Kirchner 
6514 Horseshoe Road 
Plon. Maryland 20735 


K-9 Detection, Inc. 
12166 Jay Road 
Erie, Colorado 80516 


K-9 Scents, Inc. 
4135 La Crescenta Avenue 
La Crescenta, California 91214 


Thomas A. Macek 
Canine Security 
159 Sugar Street 
Newtown, Connecticut 06470 


Maximum Security Systems, Inc. 
Ambassador Blvd., suite 1 
Woran Antonio Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 


Alpha Academy of Dog Training 
710 Ponce de Leon Avenue, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30306 


Maximum Security Systems, Inc. 
107 Sabyan 
San Antonio, Texas 78218 


Myers Dog Training Academy 
Aspen, AP 17304 


Rudy Drexler's School for Dogs 
50947, CR7N, R.R.2 
Elkhart, Indiana 46514 


Presnell's K-9 Training Center 
iano, Box. 31 50 
Athens, Alabama 35611 


Pro-Tec Inc. 
Bar St. Charles Avenue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 


Pamplin's Canine Academy, Inc. 


Rt. 2, Box 280A (Yukon Rd.) 
Ellijay, Georgia 30540 


wor 





Carpathian Kennels 
Forsythe Road, R.D. #2 
Valencia, Pennsylvania 16059 


Rent-A-Dog Inc. 
930 Cedre Drive 
Westwego, Louisiana 70094 


Diver Road Kennels, Inc. 
1500 East Airline Highway 
Laplace, Louisiana 70068 


Security Associates International 
4109 Montrose 
Houston, Texas 77006 


Texas Police Dog Academy 
2609 Willow Brook Rd. 
Dallas, Texas 75220 


US1 K-9 Search Services 
302 Highway 3 
Webster, Texas 77598 


"Ilildrose Kennels, Inc. 


North Road 
Grand Junction, TN 38039 
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APPENDIX 5 


DODDC COST FOR PROCUREMENT, TRAINING 


AND CARE OP DDD'S 


DOG PROCUREMENT COSTS 


ae 


Source of Dogs Acquired by DODDC: 


Source Dogs Evaluated Dogs Purchased 
Local 147 43 
Correspondence 478 155 
Recruiting Trips 631 188 

To cal 1256 386 


General Cost Data (FY 81 Costs): 


E. 


Lo 


3. 


Average price paid per dog purchased $205.60 
Average cost to ship empty dog crates 36.60 


Pmierasercest tO ship a dog (air freight) 170.67 
to/from DODDC 


Transportation Costs for Correspondence Dogs: 


ie 


Crates sent by surface to correspondence owners 
478 x $36.60 = $17,494.80 


Correspondence dogs sent air freignt to DODDC 
for evaluation 


DOS x 5170882881, 580. 26 


Unacceptable dogs returned to owners by air 
freight (in accordance with owner's wishes) 


265 51709467 = $45,227.55 
Return of crates (surface) to DODDC from owner's 
A 230.005 O OOOO 


Uc ga ean poration Cost per Correspondence 
dog purchased 


$154,001.61 + 155 = $993.56 


> 





IS 


Transportation and Costs for Recruiting Buy Trip Dogs 


Prao Pas 8.3 
1. Dog Transportation (Air) DONIS $81,972 
2. Transportation (Personnel) 32,700 37,605 
3. Per Diem 14,336 16,486 
4, Advertising MO ier, eae 
FY 81 Unadjusted Total $135,107 
Ey 93 Adjusted Total $155,373 


Total adjusted cost per dog purchased through 


Beer rings trip 
$155,373 + 188 = $826.45 
Marginal Procurement Cost Per Dog: 


Average adjusted price paid per dog 
purchased 


usted cost per dog for recruiting 
Ou trip 


Total procurement cost per dog 


DODDC PERSONNEL AND OPERATING COSTS 


Ae 


Personnel Costs (FY 83 Pay Rates) 


Type Base Pay Benefits 

Military $560 , 684 $74,595 

Civilian 267 ,878 35,950 
Unadjusted $828, 562 $110, 545 


Mal (EY 81) 


Adjusted $8 50,989 $113,529 
Herat (FY 83) 


134 


$ 236.4 


© 826.45 


$1062.89 


Total 
3635, 279 
30358228 

$939,107 


$964,518 





5b. Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Costs: 


1: 


2 
3 
4, 
> 
6 


Dog Food 

Special dog diets 

Gear 

Base service store 

Contract equipment maintenance 
Miscellaneous 

FY 81 Unadjusted O&M costs 


FY 83 Adjusted O&M costs 


"NEM CCGUERY o3 Adjusted DODDC Costs: 


A O 
Eo 
28,848 
1,500 
1,354 
10,459 
$215,052 
$247, 310 


Sie 2110828 


Beer ART ELINTE COSTS (USAF MEDICAL CENTER, 
“ILFORD HALL) 


a. Pers 


onnel Costs: 
Type Base Pay Benefits 
Military $218,669 3113,825 
CAL an Sa 1,652 
Unadjusted $231,951 $115,477 

Botal (SY 81) 
Adjusted $240,698 $120,030 


toal (FY 83) 


Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Costs: 


Medical supplies 
Equipment 
FY 81 Unadjusted Total O&M Costs 


FY 83 Adjusted Total O&M Costs 


Total Adjusted Veterinary Clinic Costs 


io 


Total 

$332,494 
14,934 

$347,428 


5360, 728 


49,152 
10,000 
ESO. 
258,025 


$428,753 





IV. DOG TRAINING CENTER "GREEN DOG" TRAINING COSTS 


a. Personnel Costs: 
Base Pay 
Benefits 
FY Sf Unadjusted Total Cost 
FY 83 Adjusted Total Cost 
b. Number of Dogs Trained (FY 81) 
c. FY 83 Adjusted Cost Per Dog Trained 
$243,697 + 288 = 5846.17 


$143,226 
91,098 
3234, 324 
$243,697 
288 


Wis SUMMARY OF NAVY SHARE OF DDD COSTS (FY 83 ADJUSTED) 


a. Variable Costs: 
Marginal procurement costs per dog 
"Green Dog training cost per dog 
Rotal Variable Cost Per Dog 
b. Fixed/Semi-Variable Costs: 
Total DODUC costs 
Moral veterinary clinic costs 
Total Fixed/Semi-Variable Costs 
eee cmimaces of Navy DDD Costs: 


No. of Dogs Total Var. Navy Share 


purchased costs DS Costs 
20 eon oo $85,004 
* 28 53,452 119,006 
30 503.20 127,506 
LO 76, 360 AIDS 
50 95,450 212,510 
60 31114, 540 255,005 


*Estimated annual number of dogs purchased 


12216 


31063 
846 


31909 


ll 2E 
428,753 
$1,640,581 


Total Navy 
Cost 


$123,184 
172,458 
184,776 
246,368 
307 , 960 
$369,553 





Number 
of DDD 
Teams 
One 
Two 
Three 
O US 
Five 
Dx 

i enc 


Ten 


ESTIMATED SIZE OF NAVY DDD KENNELS 


Office 

90 
150 
210 
270 
330 
390 
510 
630 


Kennel Food Treatment Storage 


>> 
AMINO 
165 
220 
2 
DO 
44O 


550 


APPENDIX T 


Square Feet of Space Required 


+9 
H9 
n 
> 
49 
49 
49 
49 


lee 


64, 
64 
64 
64 
64 
64 
64 
64 


90 
90 
90 
90 
90 
90 
90 
90 


Total 
348 
463 
578 
629 
808 
923 

11593 

13093 
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